Leo Strauss 

lectures on Nietzsche's Zarathustra ^ 


By natural right one understands the right which is by nature, the 
right which is not made by man, individuals, or society. 

That there is such a thing—a right by nature—was generally accepted until 
the early 19th century. Today it is generally rejected and one can say 
all right is historical; nature has been replaced by history. The natural 
right doctrine originated in Greece. They were, therefore, in total ig¬ 
norance of our experience and our situation. Hence it does not seem to be 
applicable to our situation or to be helpful for the analysis and under¬ 
standing of our situation. What we need, we are told, are empirical studies 
of society and proposals of policy based on such studies. But the difficulty 
arises that the empirical studies as now frequently understood are based on 
the fundamental distinction between facts and values. Accordingly, the social 
scientist as social scientist cannot propose policy. He must cease to be a 
social scientist in order to make value statements for proposals of any kind. 
Thus, we cannot turn to our social scientists for guidance. What shall we do? 

we turn for guidance to contemporary philosophy? As philosophy it is 
not limited by the peculiar relations of science and by being contemporary 
philosophy it would be aware of the peculiar character of our situation. 


Now, this contemporary philosophy is known by the name of existentialism. 

I am aware of the fact that there is also something called philosophy which 
is known by the name of positivism. But positivism is admittedly unable 
to give us any guidance. It cannot do more than clarify values. Existential¬ 
ism, on the other hand, is a philosophy in the older sense of the term— 
it claims to be able to give us guidance. Existentialism is often called, 
and not without reason, the philosophy of our age and our society. Those 
who are entirely unfamiliar with this phenomenon would profit by Barret's 
Irrati onal Man which is, I think, the best English introduction to the 
subject. 


Existentialism is surely related to the disillusionment characteristic of 
the West; the collapse of the belief in progress, that is to say of the 
belief in the possibility of democracy as a rational society, a society of 
free and equals who are in the main rational and public spirited. The dis¬ 
illusionment is known to all of us. Think of the praise of electoral 
apathy as a good sign. Think of the talk of elite, elite being in itself 
a non-demoeratic concept, or of the phenomenon called anonymity. I refer 
only to well known subjects in social science: The Lonely Crowd, the Beatnik, 
or juvenile delinquency. Phenomena which can best and most simply be under¬ 
stood by the fact that great public hopes have ceased to determine the 
present young generation. Other terms sire "mass society," and its mass 
culture. Whether people claim that these are merely descriptive terms or 
evaluative terras is a purely verbal affair. To hear these terms and to look 
at the phenomena designated by them means to evaluate them. There is a 
connection between this mass society and mass culture and technology, the 
greatest triumph of which may said to be the H-bomb and therewith the whole 
question whether technology which promised to be the way toward human happi¬ 
ness on earth may not be the way toward the extinction of the human race. 
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All these and an infinite variety of other phenomena are underlying that 
philosophy called existentialism. Existentialism, however, is not a mere 
accusation of the present situation or a diagnosis of it. Existentialism 
attempts to supply us with a profound analysis. We can state its thesis 
provisionally as follows: The root of all our activities is the belief in 
reason. The belief in man's ability to master his fate. Existentialism, 
we may say, makes explicit what is only implied in the general uneasiness 
of our time and even in present day positivism. For present day positivism, 
as you all know, denies the power of reason, denying that reason can estab¬ 
lish any value judgments. To repeat: existentialism asserts that the root 
of the present difficulties is the belief in reason, in man's ability to 
master his fate, which has given rise to the tremendous modern venture a** 
to the apparently insoluble difficulties which we are confronted with, ihis 
is only a reminder of the very common and very popular phenomena with which 
we have to live. 


But we would like to do some more than that. We would like to try to under-' 
stand existentialism and not merely report about it. Therefore one must go 
beyond the popular conflict and turn to its sources. The most important 
source of existentialism is Nietzsche. In passing I mention that the under¬ 
standing of Nietzsche would have the additional advantage for us as social 
scientists in that it would enable us to understand the deepest roots of 
fascism. Nietzsche was not a fascist. Fascism is only a stupid shortcoming 
of what Nietzsche meant. Still, there is some relation between Nietzsche 
and fascism, whereas there is no relation between Nietzsche and communism 
and hardly a relation between Nietzsche and democracy. To that extent, the 
crude statement that Nietzsche is the father of fascism contains an element 
of truth. 


Now, Nietzsche was not an existentialist. Existentialism emerged out of the 
conflict between Nietzsche and Kierkegaard, the Danish religious writer. 

Today natural right is generally rejected on the basis of the view that all 
right is historical. Nature has been replaced by history in the course of 
the 19th century. Nietzsche started from this fundamental change. He started 
from historicism, the view that all human thought is essentially and radi¬ 
cally historical, but he saw in this view which had become almost trivial 
by the 19th century, at least in Europe, a problem. Therefore, he tried 
to return from history to nature. To this extent Nietzsche was on the way 
to the restoration of the natural right as distinguished from mere historicism. 
By understanding Nietzsche, we shall understand the deepest objections, 
obstacles to natural right which exist in the modern mind. This is the 
reason why I plan to give this course in the form of an interpretation of 
Nietzsche, or more precisely, of Nietzsche's most famous work, the work 
which he himself regarded as the greatest of his completed works, Thus 
Spake Zarathustra. There is a translation available in the Viking edition. 

The Portable Nietzsche by Walter Kauffman, and I will use this translation. 

In order to prepare the discussion, I would like to remind you of certain 
points’which I have made in my book Natural Right and History. I will not 
repeat the argument of that book here, this would be very boring. But I 
would like to remind you briefly of what I believe I have done .“ * 

What I tried to do is this: I tried to show that natural right is an open 
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question and not ,an_obs olete iss ue as is generally held . I tried to show 
this by taking issue with the two leading schools of our age—positivism and 
historicism. 


Positivism is characterized by the assertion that all value judgments, are 

o a non-cognitive nature, that human reason cannot substantiate any value 
judgment. ■---— - 


Historicism is the view that all human thought is radically historical 
therefore, a natural right is impossible. 


and, 


After having tried to show that the issue of natural right is not settled, 

1 tried to clarify the whole issue of natural right by the following obser- 
va ion. In the first place, natural right is a very ambiguous term because 
it means something very different in pre-modern thought and in modern thought. 
I would like to re-state this as simply as I can. 


^ n ~ l^ e pre_m0dern thou £ht the. premise of natural right was the end of man 
as the rational animal, a rational and social animal. On t he basis of the 
understanding pf man as a rational and social animal it is possible to give 
certain broad indications as to what course of action, what way of life is 
conducive to the perfection of man . This we may broadly say is the pre- 
modern view of natural right. This complete end of maua, the perfection of 
man as a rational and social animal, was also said to be the meaning of the 
common word happiness. Happiness, a word which we all use and which, in a 
way, is used by men of all times, was identified by the classical philosophers, 
especially Plato and Aristotle, with the complete perfection of man R 
rational and so c ial animal . Happiness did not mean mere contentedness, but 
the contentedness of the reasonable human being, content edness on a certain 
ievel. It was implied that a reasonable man cannot be contented unless he 
has reached perfection as a rational and social animal. 


Now what about the modern natural right doctrine? Its s tarti ng point is not 
the end __of man but, we may.say, man's b eginning, his most fundamental, most 
elementary need: self-preservation. Self-preservation wasV of course, 
recognized in the older view, but as a lower end. In the modern view, self- 
preservation became the end. But self-preservation can be had on various 
levels. To merely keeping oneself alive is not very satisfactory for us. 
Therefore it was enlarged to something that was called comfortable self- 
preservation, and comfortable self-preservation was understood as a mere 
enlargement of self-preservation. So we can say that in modern thought mere 
self-preservation on the one hand and comfortable self-preservation on the 
other, are the starting point for establishing the meaning of right. 

An other formulation of the modern^natural right doctrine is to say that the 
place of happiness was taken by the pursuit of happiness. When the older ~ 
thinkers spoke of happiness, happiness was meant to possess a clear and- 
universal objective meaning. The claim of modern natural right was that 
happiness does not possess an objective meaning. Everyone understands some¬ 
thing else by happiness and even the same individual understands by happi¬ 
ness very different things in different situations. fThe pursuit of happi- 
ness in the modern interpretation means therefore the pursuit of happiness 
however happiness may be understood. Therefore, from this point of view 
the principle is purely subjective and cannot give birth to a notion of 
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right. The notion of right comes in as follows: In spite of the fact that 
happiness has no clearly defined meaning, there are certain conditions of 
happiness which are universal. However you might understand happiness it was 
ialways unique right to the pursuit of happiness. While happiness itself is 
(purely subjective, the conditions of happiness are universal. 

As a consequence of these modern notions, the emphasis shifted entirely from 
I duty to right. In th e traditional notion, by virtue of the primacy of the 
lend of man, the rules of life, the rules of action, had the character of 
[duties. Rights were implied and in most cases only implied. In the modern 
view, however, rights were thought to be the principles from which any pos¬ 
sible duties would follow. I mention in a merely enumerative way another 
characteristic feature of the modern natural right doctrine, the notion of 
a state of nature. There is a pre-social state in which isolated individuals 
live, but possessed rights. The natural rights we can say are those which 
pre-social man already possessed, and out of these rights of pre—social man 
these thinkers tried to show what the structure of civil society would be, 
civil society being nothing but an attempt to safeguard these rights. As a 
corrolary I add that by virtues of this analysis of modern and pre-modern 
natural right it appears that the difference between Hobbes and Locke is not 
a fundamental difference. But it is a difference of the utmost practical 
importance. I would say that Hobbes, Locke and Rousseau are the greatest 
representatives of the modern natural right doctrine. 

Another point of some importance to clarify the whole issue which I tried 
to make in that book concerns the difference between Thomas Aquinas and 
Plato and Aristotle. This is of some importance because according to the 
best known view today, the classic of natural right is Thomas Aquinas. The 
natural right doctrine of Thomas Aquinas is surely much more fully developed 
tVian that of Plato and Aristotle. The view is very common that the difference 
between Thomas Aquinas and Plato and Aristotle is fundamentally that Thomas 
elaborated the platonic-aristotelian teaching, whereas I would say that there 
is a fundamental difference. I try to explain this as follows: The key 
term used by Aquinas is natural law. This term, so to speak, does not occur 
at all in Plato and Aristotle. This is not literally true, the term occurs 
twice in Plato, but never in the sense in which it is used by Aquinas and it 
does not occur in Aristotle. What is the significance of this distinction? 

In the first place, the question concerns the principles of action, the cog¬ 
nitive status of the principles of action. According to the Thon^istic teach¬ 
ing, which is not peculiar to Thomas, but he is the most famous, these 
principles are inherent in, or given in, a faculty which we may loosely call 
conscience. Man possesses a faculty, belonging to his nature, for knowing 
the principles of human action. The second point is that in the Thoraistic 
teaching of natural law, there is a reference of that natural law to the 
giver of that law, to God as the divine legislator. Those fundamental 
premises of the•Thomistic teaching are absent in Plato and Aristotle. The 
crucial implication of that is that according to the platonic-aristotelian 
teaching there are no universally valid..rules of action, there is a uni¬ 
versally valid order of the end of man, a universally valid hierarchy of 
ends. There is no. platonic-aristotelian equivalent to the Ten Commandments. 

To bring out this difference,’it is important to consider that the aristotelxan 
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tradition as long as it was predominant, especially in the Middle Ages, 
consisted of two^ranches. The best known is that represented by Tho »“ 
Anninas but there is also another one which is known to historians of phi- 
losoohv* as^he Averroistic tradition, after the Arabic philosopher Averroes. 

In o^r to get It Se true Aristotelian teaching it is helpful to make us* 

5 th^Averroistic teaching as well. Not that the Averroistic teaching is 
necessarily the correct interpretation but it indicates that we cannot 
mediately assume that the Thomistic interpretation is correct. 

There is a fourth point which I would like to refer to, to which ^alluded 
in that book, rather than elaborate it, and that is what I have called 
three waves of modernity. Modern thought, which begins in “ 

century, developed in the 17th century this modern natural rigt 
the doctrine of the rights of man as it came to be called. Thrs I sail 
first wave, represented by such people as Hobbes and Locke. This w 
radically modified traditional teaching, but it was still a teaching of 
ural right and even of natural law. The break with this began in Rousseau 
himself and was carried through by the German pbilosoptera, beginning 
Kant We can say in this second stage nature disappeared from the thought 
2S; right? 11 When Kent speaks of the moral laws he calls them laws °f *»- 
dom in opposition to the laws of nature. The laws of nature are to Uk. _ 
the Newtonian laws. The moral laws have nothing to do with nature. We can 
perhaps say, that in this stage nature is simply replaced by reason, because 
E'Et'S moral law is .till the law of reaaon. This epoch 
With Rousseau or Kant ends with Hegel and certain pupils of Hegel. 

In the third wave, not only nature but reason too are abandoned in the moral 
orientation. This third wave begins most clearly with Nietzsche ami, o 
course, we live in that wave.. In this stage universal standards in any ««** 
are abandoned. Both in the pre-modern sense and in the first and second wav* 
there was no question that the standards in order to be true sta ^f J 
be universal. But in this last stage the necessity and even possibility of 
universal standards was denied. This much about what I have been trying to 
do in my earlier discussion of natural right. 

There are a few more things which I have to do in order to prepare the dis- 
cScHut ZsT;1 believe, I must explain more fully wby a discussion of 
Nietzsche is of special importance for us. 

t Vico-in with the following consideration: If we look at the infinite lit- 
eratS? on ^ LbJe^ S! see what is really the crux of the problem why 
XXX vXy Xtion of a natural right no longer intelligible or plausible? 
iXt is tS Xot of the modern theories of natural right? we can give than 
answer: the notion of natural right is based on the assumption that 
supplies us with standards. That implies that nature is good. But Lowdo 
we know that? The traditional phrase was the good life is the life according 
to nature Why should the good life according to nature be the good life? 

H?w S X’know tSrLture fa good? Could it not be that nature is devaU*. 
that it is the work of a mean demi-god, as distinguished fro g 
some ratios formerly held? When people said that nature 
meant also that nature is intelligent, that there is z harmony 

between nature and the human mind. We may begin from this part of the 
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taofihem Lte/L,ws that there must be some SIL 

nature and the human mind. As a fundamental proposition this is not 

Descartes started from this proposition: Perhaps the world is the work of 
a^evil spirit, which wishes to deceive us. Perhaps *e live in a phantom 
world which that evil spirit created; perhaps nature is the work of 
an evil spirit and if we cannot be sure of our ground we have not 
seriously this possibility. In other words, let us be much more. at 

ful than all earlier thinkers have been. Let us be of the utmost 
or, as Descartes put it, let us engage in a waiveraaldQvMi ., <a doubt of 
evervthing. It may be a mere romantic assumption that nature is good. 
But^her^Descartes^says, precisely if we engage in universal doubt, -eyeball 
reach absolute certainty and absolute clarity. If that e p 
^deceive me! I must be a conscious being. This that I am as 
being absolutely certain, under the most unfavorable condition, is'the basis 
of all clarity—cogitpergo sum. Descartes made it clear that this hypo 
JJeSLa'sp-gfrf^i-SThe did not believe, of course, is used only 
. elarifv the whole problem. He said if you replaced the evil spirit by 
^ nS^L cauii. in other words what we call today by science, there would 
be the same difficulty. Why should mere mechanical causation lay about a 
Snd whSTis able Jsee the world as it truly is* ^t,, 

rtf a harnonv between what you think and what really is. inereiore, 
trildlTsSvelhnroSe. of knowledge in advance. The answer Descarte. 
gives To STin all circumstances the seif-consciousness of £•£££«« 
thinking being, is absolutely certain and absolutely clear. In g 

that I think, I am as a conscious being, I am not deceived, I & P 

of a deceiver or a deceiving universe. There cannot be an omnipotent de- 
ceiver. Even if there is deception, for ekampie the eenses^olear^an^di^ 
tinct knowledge is always presupposed in its poissibility. 1^ ^ 

this conclusion in his doctrine of error. _ , h an I see "I 

tinct knowledge, to that kind of knowledge which I have when I 
ttZt Tm » if I assert only what I clearly and distinctly conceive, 
i^do n^’permi? my will any influence on my assent I cannot be deceived. 

In other words, nature may be bad, reason cannot be bad. 

^n^°a^state^in^which^men's^live^ar^nasty^brutisht and^hort^^Man is 
^Aa?u?e in “ evil condition. As be puts it, nature has dissociated them. 

to be overcome er, to use the much later phrase, nature “ st 

nature is an enemy. Still, Hobbes taught a na ‘ u ^. r ^bt. He eaid^atur. 

the standard. What is the character of that standard^ we ®ay 
in Hobbes' view, nature supplies us with a standard which is only negative, 

S tells u/iLt baa to be overcome, and to that extent it gives us direction. 
This thesis of Hobbes' was thought through radically and, therefore, almost 
destroyed by Rousseau. 
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If natural rwnr> is pre-social, as Hobbes and quite a few of his pupils have 
thaught, he is pre-rational. Given the connection between reason, language 
and society, man cannot be rational if he is not social. Natural man ia 
pre-social, pre-rational, in a word as Rousseau himself says, a stupid beast. 
The consequence which everyone would draw, which Rousseau did not draw, nature 
does not supply us with any standard at all. What guidance can we possibly 
get from a man who is not yet a man? But let us not joke at the expense of 
Rousseau because we would do it ourselves. The question‘is why did Rousseau 
not draw this trivial consequence? Because Rousseau was still too certain 
that if he abandoned natural standards altogether he would not find any 
standards, he was still too certain of the traditional view. But let us 
forget about Rousseau for the present and let us see how can a standard be 
found if man is really a stupid animal and nature does not supply the stand¬ 
ard. 


Now, I mentioned before Descartes and that one can say Descartes* view by 
saying nature may be bad, reason cannot be bad. Not nature but reason sup¬ 
plies the standard. Only such knowledge as is purely rational is certainly 
and evidently true. We posse ss purely rational knowledge,not of nature, 
because our knowledge of nature depends on sense perception. Nor do we poi¬ 
ses spurely rational knowledge of the soul because what we know of the soul 
depends very much on internal perception, on what Locke and other men called 
reflection and looking at you back. Purely rational knowledge, knowledge 
depending in no way on events or any other experience, we have only of the 
moral law. The moral law, that is to say the law of freedom, in opposition 
to the law of nature. This is the Kantian view. Reason takes the place 
of nature for supplying standards. 


The second point I have to make is this: According to Rousseau's analysis, 
man is not by nature rational, man is a brute, a stupid animal, which has 
the possibility of becoming a rational being, but what belongs to him by 
nature is only the possibility. Rousseau called this perfectability. We 
might even say malleability. Man is the most malleable brute. Because he 
is so malleable he can acquire reason. But reason is acquired, it 1S aot a 
native gift of the human race. There is a genesis of reason. Today these 
things are very trivial because you are all brought up in the belief in 
evolution, but you must not forget that this was 100 years prior to Darwin. 
The doctrine of evolution as a scientific doctrine, came much later than 
this fundamental consideration. So there is a genesis of reason. This 
genesis of reason is, of course, of the utmost importance. Because somehow 
the view still prevails that man is characterized by reason and if reason 
has a genesis this is the most important event you can think of;and it did 
receive a name at about this time, the name is History. 


So we may say that the original meaning of history, with a capital H, is 
the genesis of reason, or the fate of reason. Let me, then, say this: 
Rousseau opened up not only the possibility that reason should take the 
place of nature for supplying the standards, but also that history should 
take the place for supplying the standards. 

I would like to add a piece of information, mere information. In much of 
the literature you find, of course, references to history with a capital H 
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when they speak of Persia or China or what have you. The word history is a 
Greek word and means simply inquiry, but a certain kind of inquiry, namely 
that inquiry which proceeds by asking other people. You know, of course, 
quite a few inquiries can be made without asking anyone. For instance if 
you inquire about the digestion of a frog, you don't have to ask other 
people about it. But there are inquiries which can only be made by asking 
other people. For example, in what room were you born and who was present; 
that you would have to ask your parents. And what happened in the old days 
when there was no writing and no reading, anything of the olden times, i.e., 
what happened prior to birth, you could know only by asking other people. 
Therefore, history took on the derivative meaning of inquiry about the past, 
a record of the past, knowledge of the past, and that is the simple, common- 
sense meaning of history which we still have. 

But there is an entirely different meaning of history which is much more 
recent, according to which history does not mean a way of inquiry or research 
of knowledge, but an ob.ject of knowledge, a dimension of reality, or however 
you might call it~the historical process as it is called. Now, a philosophy 
of history in the more interesting sense of the word, was not a philosophy 
investigating historical inquiry, historical knowledge, but a philosophy re¬ 
garding the so-called historical process, regarding history as an object, 
as a dimension of reality. This thing is very recent in these termsl That 
something like that could have been invented by Augustine in his City of God 
is another matter. But it is important that it is not called that. That is 
a very long question, a very difficulty question; and by imputing the term 
history with a capital h to any thinker who did not use it, we fail to see 
the gravity of the premise that there is such a thing as history. One very 
little illustration. People don't hesitate to speak of the philosophy of 
history of the Old Testament. It is a very simple observation to say that 
there is no Hebrew word for history, not even for history in the sense of 
inquiry. The word used for history today in Hebrew is the Greek word for 
history. That shows you how problematic this premise is. People did not 
think at all times in terms of history. 

Rousseau plays a great role in the emergence of this concept. But to come 
back to my general argument. Two ways were opened by Rousseau, a thinker 
of unusual fertility. One doesn't have to like him, and there are many 
strong reasons for disliking him I have been told. If you think that this 
main gave rise not only to the idealistic philosophy, but also to romanticism 
in all its forms, a man of such fertility does not exist again prior to 
Nietzsche. The most fertile thinkers are not necessarily the deepest thinkers, 
that's another matter, but it is also something of which we have to take cog- 
nizance. Rousseau, I would say, is this germinal mind who gave rise to both 
possibilities, reason taking the place of nature and history taking the place 
of nature. - 

I mention as a third point the way Rousseau himself took. To the extent to 
which it foregoes amother possibility, the way he took officially is a modi¬ 
fication of Hobbes' aind Locke's doctrine. It is a modern natural right doc¬ 
trine, different from Hobbes and Locke, but structurally in its fundamental 
character of the same kind. But there is something which goes much beyond 
this and. that is the following point. The natural right doctrine, which 
Rousseau also accepted, was based on the premise that the basis is 6elf- 
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preservation. Rousseau made this simple reflection: if self-preservation is 
a fundamental right we pre-suppose the goodness of life, the goodness of 
existence. Why should self-preservation be cherished if the being of the 
self, the existence of the self, is not cherished? How do we know of that 
goodness of existence? Rousseau said this goodness is experienced in the 
sentiment of existence. This sentiment of existence has nothing to do with 
reason. According to Rousseau this sentiment can be enlarged to the feeling 
of communion with nature as a whole. This experience—sentiment of existence— 
is underlying the concern with preservation of existence. This is, perhaps, 
the most fundamental pre-supposition of Rousseau's thought, everything is 
concentrated in this sentence, that the sentiment of existence derives from 
the concern with the preservation of existence. So, what is the name of 
that concern with the preservation of existence? Civilization, the whole 
process of civilization. 

Yet, we have here this fundamental difficulty: the conflict between the end 
and the basis. The end is the civilizationary process which is meant to 
guarantee the preservation of existence. There is an ineradicable conflict 
between the primary—the sentiment of existence—and what we do for its sake— 
the process of civilization. There is an eradicable conflict between happi¬ 
ness and the effort made for the sake of happiness. Happiness can only be 
given and not be acquired, and yet by constantly being active, by constantly 
chasing after self-preservation we destroy the possibility of ever experienc¬ 
ing that for the sake of which civilization is meant. Happiness and effort 
are incompatible. The conquest of nature, in other, words, is self-defeating. 

This famous criticism of civilization, of the arts and of the sciences in 
Rousseau, leads after certain important modifications, to present-day 
existentialism. 

I will turn to something X mentioned before: reason and history as substi¬ 
tutes for nature. This thought was fully developed on the way from Kant to 
Hegel who in various ways dealt with this question. One can state the result 
to which these reflections led as follows: The historical process is a 
rational process. It leads to a peak, the peak being the end of the historical 
process where the natural right and all its political implications have come 
to light. The historical process leads to a point which we can call the ab¬ 
solute moment of universal clarity at least in the minds of the leading thinkert 
The historical process is not controlled by reason and yet it leads to the 
triumph of reason. Reason, which has a genesis, which is not co-eval with 
man, reason has a fate, a fate not controlled by reason, and is then subject 
to history. X hope you see already a very great problem. This, particularly, 
was taken care of by the German thinkers, especially by Hegel, by the follow¬ 
ing assumption. By saying that that fate to which reason is subject is 
secretly controlled by reason. As Hegel calls it "the ruse of kxxtaxy reason 
in history." Apparently only blind action and blind changes, but in these 
blind changes reason itself is effective. There is a teleology of reason in 
the historical process but this teleology is radically different from any 
teleology of nature. 
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Now, Hegel's system meant the triumph of rationalism. Everything is rational, 
even history. All disharmonies have been resolved. There is no longer evil. 
Surely there are executions and what have you, but they are only illustra¬ 
tions and inordinate elements of the good. The complete rationalism means 
complete optimism. Now, this much is clear, history can only be rational if 
it is completed, because if it is not completed we cannot possibly see its 
reasonableness, we don't know what might happen. This thesis of Hegel, that 
history is completed, naturally aroused the antagonism of quite a few men. 

The most popular today is probably Marx. The point that Marx and others 
made is this: there is still so much evil in. the world that it does not make 
sense to say that the completely rational society has been established. 

Hegel's opposition demanded an open future. History must be conceived as an 
unfinished and unfinishable process. This was the pre-Hegelian view. But 
there is a great difference between, one could say, a sober view of history 
which regards history as an unfinished and unfinishable process prior to Hegel 
and after Hegel. The premise was formulated by Hegel as follows: the indi¬ 
vidual is the son of his time. What is so strange about that? Is it not 
true that you can recognize the portrait of an individual from his costume? 

Why is this such an important assertion? Man in his highest and purest thought 
is the son of his time. 

(new tape) What if history is open-ended, as some people call it? What if 
we live in the midst of this stream, radical, meaning regarding the very 
premises, the very principles of our thought. How can there be truth under 
these conditions? One can say with some justice that this is the difficulty 
which was first seen by Nietzsche. Nietzsche accepted this historicist 
position that man in his highest thought is radically historical. This was 
more or less common among the intellectual descendants of Hegel at that time* 
But Nietzsche saw a problem and for the first time the possibility of truth 
had become a question and the basis was the so-called historical experience. 

Nietzsche develops this difficulty for the first time in an essay called 
"Advantage and Disadvantage of History." This is the second of four essays 
entitled "Thoughts out of Season." It is very interesting when one reads 
Nietzsche's later prefaces he barely refers to this essay which is the most 
famous of all Nietzsche's earlier works. Nietzsche apparently did not see 
how influential and epoch-making it would prove later. Now, what did 
Nietzsche do in this analysis? He admitted that historical relativism is 
true. There is no thought which men can ever possess which will not prove 
to be in need of radical revision. We can never possess a truth. This 
historical relativism is true. But then he said something which is charac¬ 
teristically not true but it is a deadly truth: we cannot live on the basis 
of the purely provisional and relative character of our principles, 

Nietzsche suggested tentatively and provisionally a solution which reminds 
us of Plato. Namely, let us have non-relativism as a noble lie. But that 
is not what Nietzsche said. Nietzsche was too much a modern, honest man. 

He said we cannot live without a fundamental lie, without a fu n damental fic¬ 
tion. But Nietzsche did not leave it at that and the other alternative which 
he developed can be stated as follows: 

What does it mean to say that historical relativism is true? In a general 
way this might be said by someone accepting these premises but there is one 
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point where he comes to grief and that is in the case of the man who is 
really concerned with history—the historian. Now, if the historian acts 
on that historical relativism, he cannot be a historian. How come? The 
historical relativist, the man who sees the changes of values and principles 
as a panorama, stands absolutely outside of the historical process and 
watches it. He is not animated by that which animated the historical actors, 
he cannot enter into that spirit, he cannot understand it. In other words, 
the historical relativist’s historical representations are untrue. Untrue, 
because they are based on a fundamentally false understanding of the actors. 

A simple example: can you write a history of music if you are not musical? 

Of course not. Can you write a history of philosophy if you do not yourself 
philosophize? Of course not. How can you, if you are not moved by the prob¬ 
lems of life, understand people moved by the problems of life? Surely this 
is not a solution, it is only an indication of the problem. 

But if one elaborated on it, which Nietzsche partly did, one arrives at some¬ 
thing like this: There is a distinction between two kinds of truth, which 
was thought by some followers of Nietzsche some time later, the distinction 
between objective truth and subjective truth. What science, including history, 
is concerned with, are objective truths. But this objective truth does not 
give us the real content of history. It gives us only the outside. The true 
understanding can be acquired, only as a subjective truth on the basis of the 
life experience of the epoch. Now, this needs a more precise definition. 

Even if you speak merely of life experience we would already indicate one 
difficulty: men differ very much in their life experience and it would follow 
even on this level, that the condition for historical understanding, that 
means for any understanding of human beings, past or present, is a very broad 
human experience, much more than statistics of any kind. But this is trivial 
compared to the following question: what moved the actors, what moved the 
■ individuals of the time? In the language of our time: their belief in 
values. To come a bit closer to what Nietzsche said, their image of a future, 
to use a term coined after Nietzsche, but on the basis of an inspiration by 
Nietzsche "a project," which they have formed of their future. Only men 
guided by such a project and animated by it, can understand any other men 
animated by such projects. Here you see the subjective truth consists in 
one's having such a project and one's commitment to it. 

This is the existentialist interpretqtion of Nietzsche but which does not 
consider the basis in Nietzsche, and we shall see later on why Nietzsche 
did not follow in that way. But, what is the difficulty here? Obviously 
this: The objective truth is one. Michelangelo was born on that day, 
in that town, etc. But that is of absolutely no interest to someone inter¬ 
ested in Michelangelo. As for the understanding of Michelangelo's work, there 
cannot be an objective'truth. The understanding of Michelangelo's work is 
possible for a man only to the extent to which he is animated by something, 
comparable to that which animated Michelangelo. Still, commitment to a 
project. But there are of necessity a variety of such projects and there¬ 
fore commitments to projects. In other words, the subjective truth is 
•necessarily a manifold truth, differing not necessarily from individual.to 
individual, but between various possibilities. In other words, the only 
truth to speak of, as far as man is concerned, is the subjective truth. 
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But this subjective truth suffers from not being one truth, and we somehow 
divine that must be one. The other one, which is in fact and by its nature 
one for all men, is in this sense not truth, because it does not say anything 
about the substance of things. This is the problem as it appears on the 
basis of Nietzsche's useful essay of "The Advantage and Disadvantage of 
History." 


But in a sense the problem in Nietzsche remained throughout his life and we 
will find in the Zarathustra a remarkable passage where an opposition is pre¬ 
sented between Zarathustra at the of truth and Zarathustra as the mad¬ 

man or poet, meaning the correspondence of one^ to the objective truth and the 
other to the subjective. There is a problem that has never been solved. 
Nietzsche tried to solve it in the following way. 

What distinguishes Nietzsche from all existentialists is something very ex-, 
ternal and that is his admiration for the Greeks. Nietzsche was by profession 
a classical scholar. In his admiration for the Greeks he conceived of culture 
as idealized nature, one is tempted to say perfected nature. The problem, then, 
is this; on the one hand the truth, the truth about man, the truth about 
justice, the truth about right, had to have for him the character of a free 
project, of a free creation. On the other hand, he held, that it is neces¬ 
sary that this goal of man must have its root in nature, nay, that it must 
be nature. This is Nietzsche's fundamental problem: to find a way back to 
nature but on the basis of the modem difficulty of conceiving of nature as 
the standard. If we enter into the thought of nature and wrestle with this 
problem we will understand better what is provisionally expressed in the 
simple question which I stated earlier, why should we possibly assume that 
nature should supply us with a standard? Is it not a mere dogmatic premise 
of the Greeks and of the heirs to the Greeks, or is there not a necessity in 
the nature of the very problem which demands a return to nature as the guid¬ 
ing principle? This is the general idea of this course. 

Second lecture : 

I like to repeat something which I tried to convey in the first lecture. 

Natural right is today generally rejected. The fundamental reason is that 
nature is a belief, that nature does not supply us, and cannot supply us 
with indications as regards right or wrong. Nature is conceived to be 
ethically neutral. If we go back to the origin of modern thought, we en¬ 
counter the hypothetical proposition which can be stated as follows: for 
ai 1 we know, nature may be the work of an evil mind, for all we know nature 
is bad. Given this premise, it is impossible to speak of a natural right. 

This view of a fundamental badness of nature is implied in the common notion 
of a conquest of nature, because you do not speak of conquest unless you have 
an enemy in mind. The notion that nature is bad, is not merely a fantastic 
notion which Descartes had hypothetically suggested, it is a very living 
thought as indicated in the expression "the conquest of nature." 

In the course of modern thought, nature, as a key concept, was replaced by 
reason, something radically different from nature, and/or by history. In 
Hegel, reason and history had found a perfect union. History is the history 
of reason, and history is the work of reason. The historical process is 
rational, and it cannot be recognized as rational if it is not completed. 
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The historical process is completed, that is to say, all theoretical and 
practical problems are in principle solved. Of course this is only in 
principle, every baby growing up has his own problems to solve, but this is 
not a question of philosophic significance provided the general way in which 
that problem is to be solved is known. 

Hegel's system gave rise to an opposition, the thesis of which can be stated 
as follows: History is unfinished and unfinishable, but, and that was the 
older view, the pre-Hegelian view, but now these opponents of Hegel accepted 
one crucial premise of Hegel, namely, that the individual is the son of his 
tim e, in every resnect . and in the most important respect, that of thought. 

All thought is pal 1 y h^a-hn-rj ral - There cannot be natural standards, that 

iis to say trans-historical standards and, hence in particular, there cannot 
/be natural right. 

This view became more and more accepted in the Western world during the 
19th century, but somewhat earlier in Germany than in the West, in the 
West utilitarianism still prevailed until our century. But on the basis 
of this assumption that history is unfinished and unfinishable, yet all 
thought is radically historical, we cannot possibly take a stand outside the 
historical process which process will necessarily condemn our highest prin¬ 
ciples to oblivion sooner or later. Here a great difficulty arises: if 
all thought is historical or, as some people say, historically relative, how 
?can there be truth? (To state it in the simplest way: this very assertion 
that all thought is historical is, of course,^meant to be condemned to ob¬ 
livion in the future, it is meant to be .final.} 

Nietzsche took issue with this problem of historicism in one of his earlier 
works called "Advantage and Disadvantage of History." It induced him to em¬ 
bark on an enterprise aiming at the restoration of nature, as an ethically 
guiding concept. But this enterprise was beset in Nietzsche with great, and 
perhaps hopeless, difficulties. By understanding these difficulties we will 
gain a better insight into the problems of natural right, for the difficulties 
which Nietzsche encountered are due not to any idiosyncr^cies of this par¬ 
ticular individual who, as you know, ended in insanity, but the difficulties 
are due to the modern principles to which Nietzsche adhered. If there should 
be at any point any inkling of Nietzsche's psychology then, of course, we 
dismiss it as absolutely uninteresting and will not pay any attention to it. 

The trouble is that this easy explanation does not help. 

In "Advantage and Disadvantage of History," Nietzsche came close to suggest s 
ing the following way out of histor ical re lativism, and this way o ut_was 
l epoch-malHng and underlies w hat is no w called existentiali sm. The thesis 
can be stated as follow^: there is an objective truth, called science, which 
is ethically neutral. (But there is also a subjective truth which is et hically 
pertinent . This objective truth which is ethically neutral is in itself deadening 
the subjective truth is a project, a free project, of a man committed to that 
.project and such a project alone can give meaning to life., 

Nietzsche's problem can be formulated provisionally as follows; What is the 
relation between that free project which he set forth, especially in his 
Zarathustra, and nature? Is Nietzsche's ideal—his project—taken from 
nature or is it simply a free project? Is not perhaps nature itself, as 
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Nietzsche conceived of it, a free project? Now, not only the answer to 
this question, but the very understanding of this question, depends, of course, 
on what Nietzsche himself says. The remarks which I just made, as well as 
those which I made last time, serve no other purpose than to justify the 
suggestion that we should study together Nietzsche and, therefore, the 
Zarathustra, insofar as this is from Nietzsche's own point of view his most 
important work. In order to gain greater clarity, not about Nietzsche in 
particular, but about the problem of natural right* 

I turn then without any further ado to the Zarathustra, but I have to make 
one further observation. The Zarathustra is not a scientific work, not a 
philosophic work in the ordinary sense. It would be wrong to say it is a 
piece of poetry, but we could say, according to what Nietzsche himself says, 
it is a work of inspiration, and perhaps one could say of inspiration alone. 
Nietzsche wrote this book, which consists of four parts, in four times ten 
days, which can only be understood by the fact that some spirit, a good or 
an evil spirit, came into him. The practical consequence for sober people, 
as I hope we all are, is that the book is very hard to understand. It is 
in a way unintelligible without the assistance of Nietzsche's other writings. 
Therefore I will have recourse to his other writings, though they are not of 
the same level of importance according to Nietzsche, and, therefore, I con- * - 
centrate on the Zarathustra. 

These writings are divided by everyone, according to Nietzsche's own suggestions, 
as belonging to three different periods. Nietzsche started out, with great 
hopes, for a possible renovation of German culture in the spirit of a man 
whom he admired throughout his life, but whom he almost worshipped in the 
beginning of his career—Richard Wagner. Nietzsche was a classical scholar 
and he would have become the greatest classical‘scholar of his time if he 
had not become worried about other questions. In his very first period he 
tried to connect his admiration for Wagner with his understanding of classical 
antiquity, and he tried to understand Wagner's operas as a new form of the 
same phenomenon which was originally the Greek tragedy. That is his first 
writing, "The Birth of Tragedy," and there is another writing called "Medi¬ 
tations Out of Season," which also belongs to this first period of hope. 

Then there was a disillusionment and Nietzsche turned to the very opposite 
of this German romanticism. His next book he dedicated to the memory of 
Voltaire, he turned to Western positivism. This is a period which is charac¬ 
terized by psychological analysis and a kind of debunking, destructive anal¬ 
ysis, more than any other period of his. The most famous writings of this 
period are "Human, all too Human," "The Dawn of Morning," and "The Gay Science." 

Then a third period began with the inspiration of the Zarathustra. The 
writings of the third period are "Thus Spoke Zarathustra," and the post- 
Zarathustrian writings, as we can say, writings which are meant to spell out 
in a prosaic form what the Zarathustra had presented in ahp£&ar form. 

These writings are, I mention only a few of them, "Beyond Good and Evil," 
the "Genealogy of Morals," "The Twilight of the Idols," "Anti-Christ." 

In my opinion, "Beyond Good and Evil" is the best and most beautiful writing 
of Nietzsche. But from his point of view it is on a lower level 
Zarathustra, meaning only to introduce Zarathustra. : 
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First a word about the title: As you see, it is called "Thus Spoke Zarathustra, 
a Book for all and No-One." Now, Nietzsche teaches through the mouth of 
Zarathustra. Why did he choose a spokesman at all and why did he choose 
Zarathustra? In his later work, "Ecce Homo," he gives this explanation: 
Zarathustra, the founder of the old Persian religion, was the originator of 
moralism, of the view that the conflict between good and evil is the wheel 
which keeps things going. The moralist, par excellence, the thinker of the 
greatest veracity and intellectual honesty, he could be the man who would 
overcome moralism, out of intellectual honesty, by seeing through the illusory 
character of moralism. 

Now, Zarathustra was the founder of a religion. One can say that NietzscheI s 
,g grathus tra ia_the_ fouhder of a new rel igion, beyond Christianity, beyond the 
Bible. This explains the biblical tone in many passages of the book, for 
example in the title. "Thus Spoke" occurs in Luther's German translation 
of the Bible from time to time, but without an equivalent in the Hebrew nor 
in the English translation. At any rate, the biblical allusions are inten¬ 
tional throughout the book . A new Bible one could say, but, of course, no 
divine revelation, a merely human teaching. The imitation of the Bible is 
a parody of the Bible, an ironical Bible, an ironical foundation of religion, 
or a preparation for such a foundation. One can also say, a faith with 
reservation, not quite serious. This might also explain the false tones 
we find from time to time in that work. This would seem to be inevitable, 
since Nietzsche was a philosopher and a philosopher as.such cannot be the 
founder of a religion, seriously or half-ironically. 

But why did Nietzsche choose a spokesman at all, why did he not present the 
teaching in his own name? Why did he need a spokesman, a mask, or, what is 
the relation between Nietzsche and his Zarathustra? At the end of the second 
treatise of "The Genealogy of Morals" Nietzsche indicates that he is not 
Zarathustra. Zarathustra is younger and stronger than Niet zsche. In the 
"Ecce Homo" he describes Zarathustra as a type, an ideal, Nietzsche's ideal. 

One could say, Zarathustra is meant to be the best in Nietzsche but by itselfi * 
Zarathustra is Nietzsche and he is not Nietzsche. ( He is described as a 
super-man, a god.^)_.■? 

The sub—title: "A Book for All and No—one." A book for all is easy to under¬ 
stand, it is not a learned book, not a book only for scholars. This anti- 
scholarly tendency goes through Nietzsche's writings from the very beginning 
and we will find later on some very harsh criticism of scholars as scholars. 

1 In his "Considerations out of Season" he had protested against the gulf be— 
-tween the educated, or scholars, and the uneducated which, according to him, 
was the outcome of the Renaissance and Humanism. In opposition to this, he 
wanted in the highest sense popular art, an art for all, and he believed he 
could find that in Richard Wagner. In the same context he speaks also of 
the "return to nature." These two things, the return to nature and the re¬ 
turn to the people were, of course, classically represented by Rousseau with 
whom Nietzsche is in a strange way akin throughout his work. 

"A Book for All," but in a sense it is a book for no-one for this reason: 

Because it consists of Nietzsche's own thoughts, his own ideas which, as 
such, is not communicable to anyone else and certainly not applicable by 
everyone else. This, I believe, is the meaning of the sub-title. 



If you want some evidence for the letter meaning of Nietzsche that's the 
truth, it is a radically individual truth in all important matters and ca n, 
therefore, never be fullv communicated . You should read the last essay of 
"Beyond Good and Evil," in which this is set forth in a very beautiful way. 

The bulk of the work consists of "Zarathustra's Speeches." These speeches 
are preceded by "Sarathustra's Prolog" (Vorrede). Let us first consider 
that Prolog. Zarathustra bids farewell to the solitude in the mountains 
in which he had lived for ten years together with the animals. On his way 
to the plaits he meets a friendly hermit. Having arrived in the city of the 
plan e he addresses the people who had assembled in order to watch a popular 
spectacle, a tightrope dance . Zarathustra fails completely in his speech 
to the people, he makes himself ridiculous like a clown or jeste r. The 
people are much more interested in the expected feat of the tightrope dancer 
than in the moral feat of Zarathustra. The tightrope dancer appears, but 
is teased by the fester , confused by him, and thus he falls down and breaks 
M« neck. Zarathustra comforts the dying man and takes his corpse with him. 

On his way out he meets another hermit, but this time not a friendly hermit 
but a grumpy one. After he has buried the dead man and has left, he realizes 
that he needs living companions, living companions as distinguished from the 
dead corpse and companions as distinguished from the people whom he bad un¬ 
successfully tried to address. 

Zarathustra 1 s speeches, as distinguished from his Prolog, are an attempt 
to find living companions, whereas the prolog is addressed to the peop le. 

If you look in your translation on page 130, paragraph 8, "and here ended 
Zarathustra's first speech, that is also called the Prolog." So, Zarathustra's 
Prolog stops here in the fifth section of the Prolog. Zarathustra's prol og 
is not as Nietzsche's prolo g. Zarathustra's prolog is only his 

speech to the people. This speech consists of two parts, dealing with two 
different subjects, the superman is first, and the last man is second. 
Zarathustra is surrounded by two animals. He meets two hermits and other 
things. This is an indication and stands here for either superman or last 
man. But the first speech is subdivided into two parts which are not ex¬ 
clusive of one another and, in addition, Zarathustra and the two hermits, 
Zarathustra and the two animals, that's always three . 

The first speech proper, after the Prolog, speaks of the three metamorphoses. 
What Nietzsche indicates is that there is something beyond the either/or, 
beyond the decision and the will. The decision and the act of the will is 
a part of the larger whole. Zarathustra's Prolog is preceded by Nietzsche’s 
Prolog which consists of two parts. First, Zarathustra's allocution of the 
sun right at the beginning and then the conversation with the friendly hermit 
whom he meets on his way from the mountain. What does he say? In the con¬ 
versation with the hermit Zarathustra notes that the hermit does not yet know 
that "God is dea d." This terrible proposition expresses the premise of the 
Prolog and of the work as a whole. We must first try to understand what it 
means. It comes to sight as a mere assertion, that is to say, the assertion 
of an atheistic creed which is as much of a creed as any other creed. But 
this is only true in a sense. Let us look at a parallel passage, in your 
translation page 131, section 6. 
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"Zarathustra, however, did not move; and it was right next to him that the 
body fell, badly maimed and disfigured, but not yet dead. After a while 
the shattered man recovered consciousness and saw Zarathustra kneeling be¬ 
side him. 'What are you doing here?' he asked at last. 'I have long known 
that the devil would trip me. Now he will drag me to hell. Would you pre¬ 
vent him?" 

'By my honor, friend,' answered Zarathustra, 'all that of which you 
speak does not exist; there is no devil and no hell. Your soul will be 
dead even before your body: fear nothing further.'" 


You see a parallel case here to the assertion that God is dead. These things, 
devil and hell, do not exist. Zarathustra makes here an additional remark 
which throws some light on the basis of the assertion. He says to this dying 
man "upon my honor devil and hell do not exist." Zarathustra does not say 
"we do not know of devil and hell," or "we do not know that God exists." He 
makes these assertions as denials of meaningful assertions. But what is the 
basis? What he means is I could not respect myself if there were devil and 
hell. Let us elaborate this a bit more. 

Devil and hell are possible only in a world created by god. God could not be 
a most perfect being if he would have created or tolerated devil and hell. 

This is a more discursive statement of what the mere "upon my honor" implies; 
of course it does, not, in any way, settle the issue. To come back to the 
first conversation with the hermit: This saintly hermit, a pious man, re¬ 
bukes Zarathustra for going down to men again. "Why do you go down?" (that's 
on page 7)• Zarathustra replies, "I love human beings." And then the saint 
says, "Why did I go into the forest and into solitude? Was not the reason 
because I love men all too much?, Now I love god, I do not love men. Man is 
too imperfect a thing for me to love." Now let us try to understand that. 

What Nietzsche suggests is this: Love of God would detract from the love of 
men. Again, trying to articulate that: The Bible demands of man to love 
God with all his heart, all his soul, and all his powers. And he demands of 
man to love his neighbor like himself. Nietzsche, as quite a few modern 
thinkers before him, revolts against God, in the name of love of men. We 
can say, they turn from the love of God to love of men. 

This was an old story, especially in Germany. Out of the Hegelian school 
came quite a few men, the best known is probably Feuerbach, who made quite 
an uproar in the 1830's with books on the essence of religion and on the 
essence of Christianity, and there the basis of the revolt was in the name 
of love of men, rebellion against God. And there were other forms of this 
atheism. We must first understand what is characteristic of Zarathustra's 
or Nietzsche's atheism. "God is dead," that is the thesis. That is differ¬ 
ent from saying "God is not," or "God does not exist." "God is dead," means 
God once lived. Nietzsche's atheism is a historical atheism. There was a 
time when the belief in God was good and salutary, but that time is gone. 

Man's power has increased, man's rank has increased by virtue of the belief 
in God and by virtue of the fight against that belief. Now he has reached 
the stage where his newly acquired rank is incompatible with the belief in 
God. This is indicated in the Preface to "Beyond Good and Evil." 
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The second point we have to consider when speaking of the peculiarities of 
Nietzsche’s atheism is indicated by the allocution to the sun with which 
the work opens. Zarathustra looks up to the sun and blesses it. The sun 
is viewed as a beneficient, living being. One could say, although Zarathustra 
does not say so, as a god. It is blessed by Zarathustra—a poetic conception, 
an idealized conception, one might say. It is based on the disregard of the 
lifeless and hurtful character of the sun. The sun as a cause of light and 
life is viewed with gratitude. Nietzsche's atheism is characterized by an 
element of gratitude, it is not simply a rebellion. 

As a third point I would mention this. "God is dead," that means all our 
love must be love of men. From this follows a concern with human happiness 
alone, with perfect satisfaction and contentment of men. That was the first 
conclusion. What does Zarathustra say to this subject? That is on page 129. 
It is the last part of the speech of Zarathustra. We must read this because 
it is important from every point of view. 

"When Zarathustra had spoken these words he beheld the people again and 
was silent. 'There they stand, 1 he said to his heart; 'there they laugh* 
They do not understand me; I am not the mouth for these ears. Must one 
smash their ears before they learn to listen with their eyes? Must one 
clatter like kettledrums and preachers of repentance? Or do they believe 
only the stammerer? 

'They have something of which they are proud. What do they call that 
which makes them proud? Education they call it; it distinguishes them 
from goatherds. That is why they do not like to hear the word 'contempt* 
applied to them. Let me then address their pride. Let me speak to them 
of what is most contemptible: but that is the last man.' 

And thus spoke Zarathustra to the people: 'The time has come for man 
to set himself a goal. The time has come for mam to plant the seed of m * 
highest hope. His soil is still rich enough. But one day this soil will 
be poor and domesticated, and no tall tree will be able to grow in it. 

Alas, the time is coming when man will no longer shoot the arros of his 
longing beyond man, and the string of his bow will have forgotten how to 
whirl 

'I say unto you: one must still have chaos in oneself to be able to 
give birth to a dancing star. I say unto you: you still have chaos in 
yourselves. 

'AI- as i the time is coming when man will no longer give birth to a star. 
Alas, the time of the most despicable man is coming, he that is no longer 
able to despise himself. Behold, I show you the last man. 

"'What is love? What is creation? What is longing? What is a star?" 
thus asks the last man, and he blinks. 

'The.earth has become small, and on it hops the last man, who makes 
everything small. His race is as ineradicable as the flea-beetle; the last 
man lives longest. 

"'We have invented happiness," say the last men, and they blink. They 
have left the regions where it was hard to live, for one needs warmth. One 
still loves one's neighbor and rubs against him, for one needs warmth. 

'Becoming sick and harboring suspicion are sinful to them: one proceeds 
carefully. A fool, whoever still stumbles over stones or human beingsl A 
little poison now and then: that makes for agreeable dreams. And much 
poison in the end, for an agreeable death. 
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'One still works, for work is a form of entertainment. But one is 
careful lest the entertainment be too harrowing. One no longer becomes 
poor or rich: both require too much exertion. Who still wants to rule? 

Who obey? Both require too much exertion. 

•No shepherd and one herd! Everybody wants the same, everybody is the 
same: whoever feels different goes voluntarily into a madhouse. 

'"Formerly, all the world was mad," say the most refined, and they blink 

'One is clever and knows everything that has ever happened: so there 
is no end of derision. One still quarrels, but one is soon reconciled-- 
else it might spoil the digestion. 

'One has one's little pleasure for the day and one's little pleasure 
for the night: but one has a regard for health. 

'"We have invented happiness," say the last men, and they blink." 

That is Nietzsche's description, I trust that you sense its impressive 
character, of the atheism of which he knew and which is characterized by 
the contempt and rejection of the vulgar atheism. If you wa nt.jto do justic e 
to Nietzs che, we can sav what he has in mind,.is the atheism as cha racte ristic 
not o nly of_vulgar atheism in the West,.in general, but also by the atheism 
of communism, although Marx claimed that true creativity will only begin~in 
thainfinal age when there is only one herd and no shepherd. In fact, we can 
be sure that that will be the end of all creativity because there will no 
longer be any necessity, a necessity spurring on to creativity. 

What Nietzsche says is this: Atheism, as it exists as an important force 
in the West, and it was much more of a visible force in continental Europe 
than in the Anglo-Saxon countries, this atheism is much lower than theism 
has ever been. The death of God makes possible this greatest degradation 
of ma n, t he last man, and this is the greatest threat now. On the other 
hand, however, Nietzsche contends that the death of God makes possible a 
higher form of the super-human. Not the super-human God who, by his ab¬ 
solute perfection depresses man, but the super-human man; and that is what 
he calj^s the super-man. Now, this translator has chosen to translate the 
term "Dhermensch" by "over-man," and you can't blame him for that, because 
the Superman as a figure of the comic-strip has completely changed the word# 
But, on the other hand, I would prefer the literal translation of super-man, 
because one must forget the other Superman when reading Nietzsche, and also 
because super-man reminds us also of super-human. Nietzsche tries to pre¬ 
serve the connotation of the adjective, the "super human," but somehow he 
takes the super human back into a noble man. The super-man is a super h u man 
man. 

The super-man is, then, the alternative to the last man. According to 
Zarathustra's or Nietzsche's contention, modern man stands at the parting 
of the way~either the way of the last man or the super-man. Man as he was 
hitherto is no longer possible and we must gradually see the reasons which 
Nietzsche gives for that. First we must get the provisional understanding 
of what Nietzsche means by the super-man. Zarathustra’s speech on the super¬ 
man consists of two parts and we have to read a few sections from each part. 
Let us first take the first part on page 124, paragraph 3- 
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"When Zarathustra came into the next town, which lies on the edge of the 
forest, he found many people gathered together in the market place; for 
it had been promised that there would be a tightrope walker. And Zarathustra 
spoke thus to the people: 

'I teach you the overman. Man is something that shall be overcome. 

What have you done to overcome him? 

All beings so far have created something beyond themselves; and do 
you want to be the ebb of this great flood and even go back to the beasts 
rather than overcome man? What is the ape to man? A laughing-stock or a 
painful embarrassment. And man shall be just that for the overman: a 
laughingstock or a painful embarrassment. You have made your way from 
worm to man, and much in you is still worm. Once you were apes, and even 
now, too, man is more ape than any ape.'" 

You see, Nietzsche makes here an allusion to the famous doctrine of evolution, 
which he takes for granted. The worm, the ape, and the ape is still in man; 
and a goal of evolution beyond man. But that goal of evolution has the char¬ 
acter of an "ought," man ought to overcome being merely a human being. 
Zarathustra's love of man, to which he alluded in his speech with the hermit, 
is not a love of man as he is, it is a love of man's promise. Man is still 
too close to the brutes, he must overcome radically his brutishness and bru¬ 
tality. He must move away from the brutes. But where? Toward pure spiritual¬ 
ity? Certainly not. The formula which Nietzsche uses in the sequel and 
which goes throughout the book, is "remain loyal to the earth." No spiritual¬ 
ism, no asceticism, no denial of this world, the earth, or this life. 

We got, then, the- following provisional understanding: As long as men be¬ 
lieve in God, they long for the other world, the other life. Their way of 
life is fundamentally ascetic, they are filled with a sense of sin and they 
see goodness in self-denial. Now, let us turn to atheism and consider first 
the low form which culminates in the last man. 

(new tape) ... no self-preservation but self-realization, a sense of self— 
dedication. Nietzsche uses the extreme term "to squander oneself." This 
does not mean what it seems to mean at first glance, but the self—dedication 
to some task. Now let us look at the second part of that speech, paragraph 
4, at the beginning. 

"Zarathustra, however, beheld the people and was amazed. Then he spoke 
thus: 

'Man is a rope, tied between beast and overman——a rope over an abyss. 

A dangerous across, a dangerous on-the—way, a dangerous looking—back, a 
dangerous shuddering and stopping. 

•What is great in man is that he is a bridge and not an end: what 
can be- loved in man is that he is an overture and a going under.'" 


You see here in the second speech, there is no connection between the doctrine 
of the superman and evolution, not even an allusion to any "ought." Nietzsche 
speaks here, of what would traditionally be called, the essence of with¬ 
out any regard to the question of the origin, evolutionary or otherwise. Man 
is the transcending being, the transcending animal—the rope over the abyss. 

He is not loyal to what he is if he does not follow this way to which H-<a 
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being points, toward the superman. One could say, the superman is the end 
of man, the natural end of man. 

I go on with the interpretation of the Prolog. Zarathustra descends like the 
philosopher in Plato's Republic . but, different from the philosopher in the 
Republic, without any compulsion. His descent is entirely voluntary. He is 
stimulated in that sense not by any need, except the need to give, a need 
caused by abundance and also by his love of man. His responsibility is in¬ 
finite. Not his fate, but the fate of mankind, depends on his action. Why 
is this so? When you read these first speeches on the superman, you must 
be impressed by the praise of madness and this is very strange in terms of 
Nietzsche's fate. That is not quite sufficient, because there has been a 
perfectly sane man, long before Nietzsche, who had also written a praise of 
madness, that was Plato..(This praise of madness, the rejection of measure, 
moderation and prudence, goes through these first speeches and we must try 
to understand that./ How is this connected with the essence of man ? 

Man is a rope over an abyss, man has no support to speak of. The starting 
point of man's motion is not—the beast—but not the end. Man has no de¬ 
terminate nature, man has no support in his nature. What he is or will be¬ 
come depends, entirely on his choice—his will. Given, the situation as it 
exists now he has a choice between the last man and the superman. As he 
puts it in the preface: Human life is still without meaning, its meaning 
depends on your choice. After you have made your choice it has meaning. 

Or, as he puts it earlier: Your will should say that the superman is the 
meaning of the. earth. The superman is not. the meaning of the earth in it¬ 
self, by nature. At the end of the Prolog he speaks of the two animals who 
are his friends in solitude: eagle and serpent. The eagle is the proudest 
animal and the serpent the most cunning. We can, perhaps, say, that the 
eagle and the serpent take the place of the dog and the serpent in the famous 
New Testament saying. There is a simple formulation of this thought in & 
remark of Nietzsche's where he describes the superman as Ceasar with the 
soul of Christ. This much about the Preface in general, but we must now 
try to link this up with something which is more familiar to us—the social ' 
sciences. 

The social sciences deal with man. What is man according to the social 
sciences? Certainly not the rational animal as he was thought to be by 
Aristotle. Because the rational animal, as understood by Aristotle, pos¬ 
sessed a natural perfection and destiny. According to the concept of the 
social sciences there is no essential difference between men and brutes. 

From time to time you hear this formulation: Man, is an animal, the animal 
which uses verbal symbols. This is the whole difference. Clearly, there 
is no connection between this understanding of man and that understanding 
which we all imply when we use the word "humanity." We have in mind a 
.certain character of man which men can acquire, which we call humanity. 

This is essentially related to the distinctive character of man to be 
humane. When you speak only of man as a being which uses verbal symbols, 
there is no connection between that and humanity. 

When Zarathustra brings the corpse of the tightrope dancer out of the city, 
he buries the corpse in a hollow tree, for he wanted to protect it from the 
wolves. That is a simple action of humanity. Do we have any possibility 
of understanding humanity in all its various forms in the light of-that con- 
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was the first analyst of this trend after it had come into flower. 

He is much deeper and comprehensive than, for example, Tocqueville 
was. 

Let us now turn to the first speech which is of special importance. 
Never forget one point: Nietzsche’s whole argument is based on the 
premise "God-is dead," a premise which is in no way proved but 
simply assumed. The reasons behind this will appear partly in 
Zarathustra and partly in Nietzsche's other writings. The first 
speech is called "On the Three Metamorphoses." 

A have to make a few introductory remarks: The prolog had said, 
given the premise that god is dead, mankind is confronted with 
these two alternatives: the last man and the superman. Man can 
no longer remain merely the human man of the humanistic tradition. 

Why this is so, is a long question which will gradually develop. 

Now, in the first speech Nietzsche distinguishes three stages: 

The first is the stage of the living god, the second is the death 
of god, and the third is the stage of the superman. In other words, 
Nietzsche gives now more precise indications as to what he means 
by modern^civilization. Luring the first stage human morality was 
characterized by obedience to the ’thou shalt.' The second stage 
is characterized by revolt, in the first stage man knew, or be¬ 
lieved he knew, what was good and bad. The second stage is nega¬ 
tive and culminates in simple nihilism. The third stage, the stage 
of the superman,, is beyond revolt, and is again positive. Now, 
this schema has a striking similarity with another three-stage 
doctrine, the doctrine of Compte, the founder of positivism, whom 
Nietzsche praised very highly. Compte said that the human mind 
undergoes three stages of development: the theological, the meta¬ 
physical, fhrythe positive or scientific. The theological was that 
of the middle ages, the metaphysical that of the 17th and 18th 
century, and the positive was ushered in by the 19th century. 

Again, the theological was positive. Men, on the basis of firm 
beliefs, were capable of deciding. The metaphysical stage was de- 
structive--revolutionary--and, therefore, culminated in the biggest 
of all revolutions, the French Revolution. The positive stage, 
the stage in which the scientific mind is completed, will also 
enable man to have order, a society, as distinguished from revolution 
But there is this difference between Nietzsche's and Compte's stages: 
In Nietzsche, the stages are not different stages of the human in¬ 
tellect, as they are in Compte. Nietzsche speaks of a metamorphose, 
i.e., a metamorphose of the mind,.as distinguished from the intellect 
There are three metamorphoses--he does not say three foims, mind or 
spirit (Gelst), Mind antedates the three metamorphoses. 

"Qf three metamorphoses of the spirit I tell you: how the spirit 
becomes a camel; and the camel, a lion; and the lion, finally, 

• a child. 

There is much that is difficult for the spirit, the strong 
reverent spirit that would bear much: but the difficult and the 
most difficult are what its strength demands. 

What is difficult? asks the spirit that would bear much, and 
kneels down like a camel wanting to be well loaded. What is most 
difficult, 0 heroes, asks the spirit that would bear much, that 
I may take it upon myself and exult in my strength? Is it not 
humbling oneself to wound one's haughtiness? Letting one’s folly 
shine to mock one's wisdom?" 



'Ehe heroic cine ruitetiates the shole development. For some reason the heroic 
mind which is always subject ho a god or to a lord speaks for the most exact¬ 
ing lord and that is the difficulty* In this speech Nietzsche discusses only 
the post-biblical metamorphosis* What antedates the Bible and Christianity 
is below the level of the whole problem* because it is prior to the holy god. 
The pagans did not have holy gods to speak of. The first stage of biblical 
religion, the most perfect being, all perfection is derivative from god. 

The first stage he calls the camel, meaning the cost obedient, it bows and 
accepts any burden and the highest burden is the most exacting: thou shalt. 
The biblical god demands from man to be loved with all his heart, all his 
might, all his soul. 

The second stage is symbolized by the lion, expressed by the formula "I will" 
instead of 'I shall*" This stage is only negative, it is a rejection of the 
"thou shalt" and does not create any new values* But here a certain diffi¬ 
culty arises: Had Zarathustra not spoken of the will of man? In other 
words, is not the positive stage, the last stage which is indicated by the 
symbol of the child, not also characterized here by the will? This does 
not find an answer here* What he has in mind here at the mind as mind is 
called by him in his prosaic writings nihilist—the willing of nothing or 
nothing left. According to Nietzsche's analysis the revolt against the 
God of the Bible leads eventually to the substitution of nothingness or 
death. Nietzsche's formula for nihilism is "nothing is true, everything is 
permitted." The lion is described here as deserving the delusion and the 
arbitrariness. 

But say, ay brothers, what can the child do that even the lion could not 

do? Why must the preying lion still become a child? The child is in¬ 

nocence and forgetting, a new beginning, a game, a self-propelled wheel, 
a first movement, a sacred 'Yes*' For the game of creation, ay brothers, 
a sacred 'Yes* is needed: the spirit now wills his own will, and he who 
had been lost to the world now conquers his own world* 

At the stage of the lion the mind has lost its work, it has become defective. 

But you see a g a i n in the last stage—the stage of the child—the mind has 
will, so that the ascription of the will to the second stage does not ex¬ 
clude the crucial importance of will in the last stage. I will try to ex¬ 
plain this. 

"Thou shalt" means the transcendent, eternal, god—the most perfect being. 
From tills follows the imperfection of the world and of man as created beings, 
as contingent beings* In other words, the imperfection of the world and 
of man as perishable beings contrasted with the eternal god. From this 
point of view man's orientation is other-worldly* Man conceives of himself 
as a stranger or exile in this world* He rejects this world as evil and 
sinful* This mind can also be described as the conscience* Conscience is 
not a Greek term but a biblical, and especially Christian one* The strict 
and tender conscience sees the world os evil and sinful* Think of the 10th 
Commandment "Thou shalt not covet" and the interpretation given in the 
Sermon on the Fount* According to Nietzsche, and this is not developed here 
but in his other writings, this strict conscience which is frustrated by the 
belief in the biblical god, turns eventually against its basis, it becomes 
intellectual conscience or intellectual honesty leading to the rejection of 



the Christian co^ia, Christian morality is preferred, -’he formula for chat 
is "One sheperd aad one world." Hie sheperd is dropped but the wodd remains. 

Man becomes a mere member of a world. The modern world is capitalised after 
the break with the Christian dogma by moralisms and that leads by necessity 
to the last man. The place of the biblical faith is taken by modem this- 
worldliness, modern anti-asceticism. The formula is "let us make a heaven 
on earth." Bit Nietzsche says you are utterly nistaken ( you moderns, if 
you describe yourselves as anti-ascetic. Your very this-worldliness is 
thoroughly ascetic. This seems to us no longer so paradoxical because it 
has been popular-zed by Max Weber in his work on Protestant Ethics and in 
the Capitalist Spirit. The common view was that the capitalist spirit, 
the opening up of all resources for the pleasure and enjoyment of man was 
the process against this other-worldlinesa of pre-modern times. Against 
this Weber contended on the basis of Nietzsche that* if we look more closely 
into the spirit of capitalism we find that it is very ascetic. Nietzsche 
tried to show the same thing by taking the other example of the modern 
freethinker* namely modern science, in which he recognizes the medieval 
monk, without the garb of the monk. 

But, onoe it becomes clear • • • to give another example of modern morality 
and that is the view according to which human goodness consists in compassion 
—the view of Rousseau and Schopenhauer. Here we find again the biblical 
mercy without the biblical god. It was Nietzsche’s contention that the 
modern morality is a relic of biblical morality without the support of the 
biblical god. Therefore it is utterly baseless. Onoe it becomes clear that 
the modern ideas are baseless there is no longer any goal. Pre-modern ideas 
are completely dead and forgotten. The modem ideas reveal themselves to be 
illicit spoils from the biblical tradition and onoe this is seen man has no 
longer any goal. Nothing is true and everything is permitted and that is 
nihilism. But this nihilism is not limited to morality bat extends also to 
science. Science proves to be based on hypothesis and not only the hypotheses 
which are tested and then validated or invalidated, but the fundamental 
premises of science are tested, for example the principle of causality. In 
addition, the historical relativity by virtue of which the modern science 
reveals itself to be less than science and therefore related to a particular 
historical phenomenon. Hie result is complete homelessness or worldlessness. 

The refUge supplied by the biblical god is gone. The licit, according to 
nihilism has a passionately destructive character, but what, according to 
Nietzsche is motivating the lion? Not viciouaness or mere destructiveness, 
it is the end of conscience, generated by biblical faith which takes on the 
character of intellectual honesty. In this stage delusion and arbitrariness 
underlie ell known ideas. It is impossible, according to Nietzsche, to re¬ 
turn, say, to classical thought. 1 quote; "All earlier men had the truth. 

\fb&t is new in our present attitude toward philosophy is the conviction which 
no epoch ever had, namely, that we do not possess truth." In other words, 
all earlier epochs were naive and this is now gone forever. Radical disillusion, 
that is to say, radical aimlessness. The alternative is either complete 
decay of man, the last man, the satisfaction of bodily needs and the loss of 
the possibility of aelf-contesjt or self respect. Or else, what Nietzsche 
calls creation of new values, as indicated by the symbol of the child. 



Why child? There is no revolt any acre—oblivion, in a sense no av/arenesa 
of the past. In the decisive respect the creation is radical!;' a?w-> The 
new values ore not derivative in any way from the past. The meaning cf life 
must originate in men. The creation of these new values does no i r?rve a 
pre-existing purpose because those values create the purpose. Therefore 
the crvatior. is purposeless, it is a play or a game. A new beginning,, a 
creation of new values, guided, by what? Negative—by the realization of the 
failure of the old values and that is reduced by Nietzsche to the formula: 

God is dead. Eut the creation of new values is guided also by the aware¬ 
ness of the consequence of that failure which is the last man. 

1 would like to develop this notion of the last man still more fully because 
without an unders tan d in g of the last man it is really impossible to see why 
Nietzsche is so much concerned with the alternative to the last man. 

Christian morality without a Christian god—one world without a sheperd. That 
is to say anarchistic self-complacency combined with the abolition of suffer¬ 
ing. Heaven on earth, that is to say, social or political hedonism—utili¬ 
tarianism* As I quoted before from memory "Just to live, securely and hap¬ 
pily , and projected but otherwise unregulated, is man's simple but supreme 
goal." This is really a good indication of what Nietzsche means by the last 
mac. The wither: .ig away of the state, no government of men, but only ad¬ 
ministrations! things. The whole human race is a single association of 
production end consumption in such a way that production and consumption 
includes the production and consumption of art, for instance. In other 
wex-ds, the so-called creativity of man goes on. But this takes place now 
in a horizon of production and consumption, and therefore art loses its origi¬ 
nal meaning. The true consequence of the death of god is this: Man is 
radically unpretcioted or exposed. Suffering remains, there is change 
through the progress of technical civilization, except to the extent that men 
become shallower by virtue of the infinite destruction prevailing. Enter¬ 
tainment-exciting and stimulating things every day. Man is radically unpro¬ 
tected, no god tells him any longer what is good and bad. Nothing tells him 
any longer what is good and bad. There is no knowledge whatever of good and 
bad. Nothing is true, everything is permitted. 

The first consequence of the death of god is, then, the drift toward the 
last man and (b) n i hi l is m. The nihilists know somehow that contentment on 
the lowest level is sub-human. But, the human humane values were linked up 
with the belief in god and therefore they had lost their basis. The alterna¬ 
tive to the sub-human is the supra-human—that is the meaning of the super¬ 
man. The idea of the superman is the positive guide toward the new values. 
First, god is dead, that is to say all traditional values and ideas have 
ceased to be credible. Second, the last man is the most extreme degradation 
of nan. The speeches of Zarathustra do not merely elaborate the meaning of • 
superman on which, of course, everything depends, they also in a way .justify 
that premise. In the course of the next meetings we must see what the more 
precise meaning of the superman is, simply by illustration, and then also 
the justification of this ideao We must especially face the question, why 
is this necessary- Why is it necessary to transcend the level of the human, 
the humane altogether? 

The assertion that god is dead is not justified by any reasoning. It is an 
assertion made, one could say, on Zarathustra's honor, especially a conviction 
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The contention of the speech is this: The traditional teaching of virtue 
regards as the end for the sake of which the virtues are required, sleep 0 
Virtues are justified as good by the fact that they are needed for good 
sleep* Nov, what is the proof of that? One could say that this is a pre¬ 
posterous attack on the traditional way of teaching virtue, but it must have 
some meaning. For example, if you look on page 141, pars. 3 and 6, you will 
see quite a few formulae of this nature: "Blessed are the sleepy ones." 
Blessedness meaning a state of the soul after death. This life has no mean- 
ing except as a preparation for the life after death. But the philosophers 
whom Nietzsche has here in mind, do not believe in life after death, and yet 
they agree somehow with the Christian view of virtue. They conceive of life 
“ apreparationror something after death. Life is a state in which there 
is no activity, life is a preparation for sleep, life has no meaning. This 
is what Nietzsche impugns to the philosophic tradition. Now, is there any 
evidenoe to support this Nietzeon view? A famous teacher of virtue has said 
that in Plato a Apology. Socrates makes a remark when discussing what hap- 
pened to men after death, either there will be a life after death or there 

sl * ep * *** Socrates says how wonderful it 
would be to be in this condition. This is a historical fact, but it is not 
to be taken too seriously. 

What Nietzsche has in mind can be stated as follows: The view at which he 
aims says that virtue is happiness and happiness is pesos of the soul. That 
can be exaggerated to peace of the soul at all cost. Before one has inquired 
whether man 9 a situation permits peace of the soul. Man 9 a situation, namely, 
of being a rope above an abyss. Peace of the soul for the sake of contempla- 
tion~»that was the traditional view. But, contemplation traditionally under¬ 
stood, is contemplation of already created values and as such inferior to 
the creation of new values. The creation of new values requires, as Zera- 
thustra said before, chaos in the soul, i.e., the opposite of peace of the 

SOlUfl 


The second speech contains nothing positive, except the remark on page 142, 
at the end of the second paragraph. 

His wisdom is: to wake in order to sleep well. And verily, if life had 
no sense and I had to choose nonsense, then I too should consider this 
the most sensible nonsense. 


** ***• oo sense and I had to choose nonsense, which implies life does 
have a meaning, not with a view to what comes after life, but in itself. How 
do we know this? What is the origin of that meaning? This is not answered 
h * r ®* W ® turn to the third speech which is "Om the Afterworldly." The title 
t J ia „ ia Partly a pun. In German "Von den Hinterweltern"—behind the world. 
Ait in German it sounds almost like "Hiaterw«lder"—behind the forest, the 
men from the backwoods. But literally, afterworld, those who regard the 

Cr !? tiono 3 eref °re they say that life has a meaning because 
they say it is god's creation. Man has beat created for the glory of god. 

The world is the work of the most perfect being which is in no way in need 
of the world and, therefore, perfection is in no way increased by creation 



Frr% if perfj.3ti.on were increased by creation, the good god would be ob~ 

.Uged to create the world, creation would not be an act of redress. 

Therefore, the world’s perfection is insignificant and yet god’s creation 
is said to be an act of his love, of his goodness. Hence, god became actually 
perfect by the creation. But the created world is meant to be inferior in 
perfection to god and in this sense imperfect. 

Now all these points, each of which needs a long commentary, is condensed 
bv Nietzsche into one short paragraph, page 143, paragraph 2. 

This world, eternally imperfect, the image of an eternal contradiction, 
an Imperfect image—-a drunken joy for its imperfect creator: thus the 
world once appeared to me. 

I indicated before the problem which Nietzsche has in mind: The problem in¬ 
herent in the assertion that the world is the work of the most perfect being 
who is in no way in need of the world. For Nietzsche this view is to be re¬ 
jected for being fundamentally self-contradictory. Qod did not create man. 

The creator god, the most perfect being, s man’s work and man's frenzy or mad¬ 
ness, like all gods. Man's suffering from the imperfection dreamt up an ab¬ 
solutely perfect being in heaven. The heavenly world is only a reflection 
of human life on earth. The incorporeal god la only a reflection of bodily 
men. Of men dissatisfied with the body and earth because of his sickness 
and decadence. 2ie after-worldly say that god, god's revelation, is the key 
to the understanding of everything. Since, if everything is created, to un¬ 
derstand something means in the last resort to understand it as created, 
therefore, to understand the process of creation itself. Bat, god does not 
speak, only man speaks. Speech, understanding, articulation, is possible 
only as h uman underst anding . The place of god as the key to everything is, 
therefore, taken by the ego, which is the measure ^ value of things. 
ego which creates measure and value. Here, Nietzsche telescopes the radical 
change in modern thought, especially as it occurred in the early 19th century 
Germany, where they create the ego to take the place of the creator god. 

Ait now an important change from the German tradition: 

The ego belongs to a being which is in a body, it is not pore mind. 

It belongs altogether to the earth. The ego is the origin of meaning 
as a bodily and earthly being, as distinguished from a pure mind. The ego, 
thus understood, is the origin of all meaning, i.e*, of all possible meaning. 
Therefore, denial of body and earth or ascetic ideas, which regard body And 
life on earth as preparation for pure spirit in heaven, such ascetic ideas 
are destructive of all meaning because meaning can only be as posited by ego, 
body and earth. The only consistent alternative to the acceptance of body 
and earth would be suicide. Nietzsche does not yet establish that life or 
earth have a meaning. Meaning must be created by the ego. He only established 
the condition of all possible meaning, the condition being non-ascetic. 

This much about the third speech which ... no, 1 think I will go on and 
speak about the fourth speech because they form a unity. 

The fourth speech “On the Despisers of the Body." Up to this point, 

Nietzsche’s argument has led from God to the ego, something that imitates the 
movement from pre-modern thought to either Descartes or Kant or Fichte. In 
the next speech the notion of the ego becomes radically modified. It was 
flready here modified, that is it was made clear that the ego belongs, it is 
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not sovereign. It belongs to a being which is in a body and it belongs al- 

cnStAn* 40 f 1 ! ® a f h V 1 , (tap * change) At any rate the ego includes a thought 
content or mind. In other words, the ego is a surface phenomenon. It is 

S Nietssche calls the self. Hence, the origin of all meaa- 
t n ego-that was only a provisionary stage—but the self. Creation 

is then not essentially conscious creation because the self is not essen- 
con3 ] c ; io ’ ls ' Nietzsche makes here the extreme statement, the self is 
the body. We have to raise two questions: Why is not the ego the self, and 
is n ^ he oalf First, the ego as Nietzsche understands it, 

lives in the world of names, of universals, of roles, of what is common to 
a man with all men. The ego is not the seat of the uniqueness of individ- 
^ L of what can be his best, of his "productive uniqueness." 

The ego belongsto convention in the widest sense of the term and is, there¬ 
fore distinguished from something like nature. If Nietzsche had still been 
f^n. t °- U8e + th Q S i« t f?2 ifc i 0,lal d±atiactio “« he would have stated this propor- 
llTth 4 ^! Convention to Nature. The self is essentially elucit 

which cannot be said of the ego. In Beyond Good and Evil, aphorism 17, he 

f ****** than the ego, the id. Some of you must have 
heard that expression. Bit Nietzsche’s understanding of the id is radi- 

fr °“ P Y eud * a * ***** on 1 a reflection on the 

difference between Nietzsche and Freud as far as this is concerned. 

The self is the productive core of man, and inseparable from the body. There 
is no human spirituality which is not specific or rather individual/i.e., 
Goethe a spirituality differs from Shakespeare's spirituality and no spirit- 
Zii t7 it P 088 *** 8 a corresponding specific sensuality. For ex¬ 

ample, .he way Shakespeare and Goethe perceived smells corresponds to their 
difference in the purely intellectual • productive core in ■— is in¬ 

separable from his core and Nietzsche goes beyond that and says it is hie 
body. This doesn’t make sense unless one turns it around. Tour body is not 
a mere body, three di me n si onal , organic, studied by anatomy, physiology, etc., 
but it is also a self. The body is more than the anatomist and physiologist 
can say about it. If you read page 146, paragraph 4. 


The body is a great reason, a plurality with one sense, a war and a peace, 
a herd and a shepherd. An instrument of your body is also your little 
reason, my brother, which you call 'spirit*—a little instrument and toy 
of your great reason. 


You see, the body consists also of a ruling element—a herd and a shepherd. 
This ruling element is not meant aa the brain or the heart or any part of 
the an a t om y of man. So, Nietzsche's concept of the body is somewhat differ¬ 
ent from the super scientific concept of body. The statement "thyself is 
thy body" has the some status as another statement of Nietzsche, according 
to which man is the most cunning beast, which implies there is no essential 
difference between man and beast only the gradual one—the most cunning. 
Nietzsche also says that man is a beast which has not yet been delimited; in 
German "festgestellt•" Man does not have such a clear essence as other be¬ 
ings have. Man is a rope over an abyss. In his polemics against spiritual¬ 
ism, Nietzsche made too many concessions, we may say, with vulgar naturalism. 
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But this is not sufficient. Kan is not always, nor is he created by God, 
according to Nietzsche; man is a product of the evolutionary process. Yet, 
as a creator of values, man is also "a first cause," at the same time he is 
a product, an effect. This is not a metaphorical expression, Nietzsche 
means this very seriously. How can this be? Evolution and similar things 
are theories, they are applications of the principle of causality, of the 
categories. These categories of understanding and not evolution are the 
first principles. Nietzsche raises the question of the pure understanding, 
as Kant for example has said. There is no pure understanding, there is only 
the understanding of man and this understanding is in the service of the 
human organism. Hence, the human understanding is the product of the pro¬ 
cess and at the same time it supplies the principle for any possible intel¬ 
lectual constitution of the process. The self, which takes the place of the 
ego, is a first cause and it cannot be the first cause. As we shall see 
later, Nietzsche was aware of this difficulty. 

To summarize: The place of god is taken not by the ego but by the self. 

The self, not the ego, is the core of nan. The self wishes to create be¬ 
yond itself, not the ego, because the ego is not creative. That is to say, 
the ego, as ego, is in itself on its way to the superman in which human 
creativity reaches its climax. This much about the first four speeches 
which form a unity. Before 1 turn to the following speeches I would like 
to summarize. 

The phenomenon which Nietzsche has in mind when speaking of the self, was 
traditionally called the soul, i-iodern philosophy or modern science emerged 
by the splitting up of the soul into two things: the consciousness—the ego— 
and body or matter; no soul strictly speaking that is the implication of 
Descartes. Animals are machines and the principle which was formerly called 
the soul is purely mechanical. There is no soul. But in the case of some 
beings, perhaps only of man, these mechanical processes are accompanied by 
appearances, phantasms, consciousness. There is matter and consciousness. 
Nietzsche says, and in this respect he only returns to the pre—modern view, 
there is soul, there is a subconscious. Because the difference between con¬ 
sciousness and soul is that it is not of the essence of soul to be conscious, 
Nietzsche goes beyond the tradition by saying that there is a subconscious 
which can never be made conscious. And here is the difference between 
Nietzsche and Freud, for example. Psychoanalysis admits, of course, subcon¬ 
scious and sets its sphere but it does not say that it can never be made 
fully conscious. The argument which is implied against psychoanalysis in 
Nietzsche tends to be as follows: Psychoanalysis is a science or claims to 
be a science, but it is of the essence of science to be capable of infinite 
progress. Hence, there can never be final knowledge, final scientific knowl¬ 
edge applied to the subconscious. The subconscious can never be made fully 
conscious. Furthermore, and this is an equally important difference, the self 
and the id as Nietzsche understands it is creative. The soul, we can say, 
takes on the character of the creator God, of the essentially mysterious God. 
Thus, the soul becomes the self in Nietzsohe*s sense. The self, we can say, 
is the abyss of freedom in the soul. Creativity means the ability to pro¬ 
duce the wholly unforeseen, the unpredictable. It implies that prediction 
cannot be simply the goal of human knowledge, otherwise the unpredictable 
would, strictly speaking, have only the status of the provisional. The ex¬ 
perience we have that men do things which noone has foreseen, and this applies 
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to every work of art, obviously, but even to political matters. Who predicted 
the most important event of our time, or the phenomenon of Titoism, which 
contains interesting possibilities for the future? Noone, until it wa 3 there 
one day. Above all, discoveries are by their nature not predictable. Gen¬ 
erally speaking, "being is elusive.” In this statement Nietzsche attacks the 
traditional statement according to which being is intelligible. This tradi¬ 
tional view is, of course implied in modem science at its present stage, but 
here completely modified because being intelligible only in infinite process 
and, therefore, you can say with equal right, being is elusive. If something 
becomes intelligible in infinite process it becomes never intelligible, because 
an infinite processs by definition cannot be finished. But this is a contra¬ 
diction in the present-day notion of science though it is not made clear. 
Nietzsche says the self is elusive because for him, to be and to live is the 
same. Therefore, by saying the self is elusive, he is saying in fact being 
is elusive. I note again a statement of Nietzsche: "All earlier men had 
the truth, what is new in our present attitude toward philosophy is a con¬ 
viction which no epoch ever had, namely, that we do not possess the truth." 

Is this correct? What Nietzsche says is implied in his statement "God is 
dead." In the traditional theology, God is mysterious, hidden. But the hidden 
God knows himself fully, that is to say, in himself God is fully intelligible; 
he is not intelligible to men. Therefore, the biblical position agrees from 
this point of view with the position of traditional philosophy. As regards 
the philosophers, there were at all times sceptics, and scepticism apparently 
at least implies that we do not possess knowledge. But here there is a 
subtle difference between Nietzsche and scepticism. Nietzsche does not deny 
the possibility of knowledge. Be doesn't say as Kant said, there is an in¬ 
accessible thing in itself, no knowledge of true reality is possible. What 
Nietzsche says is that truth is elusive, and not simply inaccessible. He 
implies that there is some awareness of the truth. The only parallel in earlier 
philosophy to what Nietzsche means is in Plato. 

The Nietzschean thesis, according to which being is essentially elusive, finds, 
as I indicated before, its strongest prima facie support in modern science. 
Modern science proved to be, though it wasn't meant to be when it was created 
by Newton and Descartes, infinitely progressive. It belongs to the idea of 
science that there can never be a stage where all questions are solved. It 
proved to be infinitely progressive with the possibility of radical revisions, 
not merely the infinite process of accumulation which would be philosophically 
utterly uninteresting. This, stated metaphysically: being is elusive; it’s 
accessible but can never be fully controlled. This much about the first four 
speeches. I repeat the thread of the argument: God is replaced first by the 
ego and eventually by the self. But the ego was already implied in modern 
idealism but the crucial change is that from the ego to the self, to the 
whole men with special regard to the core, the productive core of man. This 
must be the key to the understanding of what Nietzsche means by the superman. 
Nietzsche's notion of the self is the common root of psychoanalysis on the one 
hand and existentialism on the other. Both omit something. What is in 
Nietzsche a unity has been broken up in these incompatible positions. 

(In answer to a question): In the first lace, the mere fact that it was 
called the soul and not the self is characteristic. In the second place in 
the classical notion the highest possibility of soul, which in a way transcends 



the goal, is the mind, the intellect. The intellect, the highest possibility 
for man, is characterized by perception of objects belonging to the mind. 

The Highest possibility of man is not creative. For Nietzsche, the highest 
and deepest in man is creativity. In order to answer your question, one 
would really have to give an analysis of modern philosophy in every respect. 
The seif is characterized by individuality, by uniqueness, and this uniqueness 
is the essence of the self. Think of the traditional distinction between the 
essence and the individual and you see that the argument takes an entirely 
different course. 


° * * Nietzsche says is this: According to the predominant traditional 
philosophy there is no knowledge of god, except through demonstration, demon¬ 
stration starting from the visible universe. According to a belief which was 
very common in Nietzsche’s time and which is still very common, the tradi¬ 
tional arguments have been refuted by Hume or Kant. You start from phenomenon 
and you will never come to god. The question would then be what is the chief 
phenomenon'.' It is knowledge of consciousness which takes the place of tradi¬ 
tional metaphysics, what became known by epistemology. Nietzsche makes *>i1# 
point: if we analyse our t h i nking we see that it is not something ultimate, 
but depends on something which we do not think. We are not in control of our 
thoughts—it occurs. The really important things come up by themselves, they 
are not even selfconscious. »It occurs to you*—what does that mean? Thoughts 
come up from an unconscious ground in man. In the ease of the great men, 
the most creative men, all conscious making succeeds a preceding creative act. 
what he says is this: reasoning follows inference. The insights cannot be 
produced by reason. This is an old story: the intellect—insight; reason- 
connection. Those insights create ultimately the enormous difficulty: how 
can there be truth? But the starting point is to say that there is something 
controlling man, lower than his consciousness. 


(In answer to a question): Let us assume that the self is spiritual and in 
no way body. The question is whether this is tenable* If you look at a crea- 
v i a there 1,0 coaa#ctio| i between bis highest spirituality and his 

body? In Beyond Good and ^vil there is a remark which says that the character 
of man s sexuality reaches up Into his most sublime spirituality. There is 
something to that. Even physiognomy has some of this element in it. We can 
say that an immaterial substance ia dogmatically rejected from the beginning 
upon his honor.' What Nietzsche contends is this: if we analyze the phenomenon 
human mind, we are never compelled to assume a purely immaterial act. 
Whether this is sound, whether a complete analysis of the intellectual act proper 
would support this, is another matter. To begin with, we must say that we are 
dealing with certain assertions which have probability, given modern opinion. 

The question must always remain in our mind: what is the true foundation of 
Nietzsche’s doctrine? But we must also see what he is after. 


I turn then to the next section, and I believe that speeches 5 to 12 form 
a unit, and that they illustrate what he means by the self. The first sec¬ 
tion is almost impossible to translate, I translate it "Of Joy and Passion." 
In German: "Von den Freuden und Leidenschaften"—suffering. The thesis is, 
ff 03,1 13 radically bodily, his virtue is radically passion. In the 
traditional understanding, say, in Plato and Aristotle, the virtues are con- 
oeived as radically different from the passions. The passions means the way 
in which we are affected—pleased or pained. Virtue means to take a stand 
toward the affections. In the Ilatoaio simile, the passions would be like 
the horses—noble or base—of a chariot. Virtue is the character of the 
charioteer. Virtue is radically different from passions. In the 17th 



century when this whole doctrine was attacked, it was already stated very 
clearly, virtue must already itself be a passion. Virtue is the good passion 
which opposes the bad passion, but the passions can be fought only by pas* 
sions, reason is too powerless for that. Spinoza, Montesquieu, Kousse&u fall 
into that category. The people who said, for example, virtue consists in 
pity or compassion, meant by that that pity is the good passion. Fear of 
violent death is a good passion and since reason is too powerless, fear of 
violent death guarantees the possibility of reason being victorious. 

Nietzsche follows this tradition, but he radicalized it by saying that 
while virtue is a passion it is the highest, but there is an inseparable kin¬ 
ship between the highest and the lowest. Now let us read on p. 1^8 the 
first and third paragraph. 

My brother, if you have a virtue and she is your virtue, then you have her 
in common with nobody. To be sure, you want to call her by name and pet 
her; you want to pull her ear and have fun with her. And behold, now you 
have her name in common with the people and have become one of the people 
and herd with your virtue. ... 

May your virtue be too exalted for the familiarity of names: and if you 
must speak of her, then do not be aahamhd to staimier of her. Then speak 
and stammer, 'This is my good} this I love; it pleases me wholly; thus 
alone do I want the good. 1 do not want it as divine law; I do not want 
it as human statute and needs it shall not be a signpost for me to overearths 
and paradises. It is an earthly virtue that I love: there is little 
prudence in it, and least of all the reason of all men. 

Nietzsche indicates here in a few words the fundamental difference between 
notion of virtue and the traditional notion. Virtue has some character of 
the self because if it were merely a character of the ego it would be only 
a surface phenomenon. But since this self is characterized by uniqueness, 
the virtues are something different in every different man. While they have 
the same name, it is hardly more than that. The substance of it is inextric¬ 
ably linked with the character of this or that individual. From the last 
passage you see that virtue has very little to do with prudence and reason. 

There is no universal law, there is no universal end with a view to which 
certain actions can be recognized as virtuous. 

Once you suffered passions and called them evil. But now you have only 
your virtues left: they grew out of your passions. You commended your 
highest j,oal to the heart of these passions: then they become your virtues 
and passions you enjoyed. 

Tom* highest goal, not the highest goal, because the highest goal must be in¬ 
dividual. Virtue is sublimated passion, that is what Nietzsche says. Subli¬ 
mation is Nietzsche's term, Freud took it over from Nietzsche. But there is 
this difference: ><hen Nietzsche speaks of sublimation, he is always conscious 
of the connection between sublimation and the sublime, which cannot be said 
so simply of Freud. Virtues are transfigured passions; the transfiguration 
of ng£ passion to ngg highest good. Passions become virtues by becoming dedi¬ 
cated to a man's highest goal. From this follows, as Nietzsche makes clear 
in the sequel, that there can be a conflict between the various virtues. 
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Reason is not here. There ia no necessity or even possibility of a moral 
cosmos, there can and roust be conflict between these passions. This conflict 
which may lead to the destruction of a man, through these conflicting virtues, 
is infinitely preferable to the satisfaction and complacency of the last man. 

To repeat the most simple connection of this speech with the preceding one: 

The substitution of the self for the ego leads to this doctrine of virtue. 

In the next speech *0n the Pale Criminal," there ia a connection with the pre¬ 
ceding speech. We have seen a rehabilitation of the passions as an essential 
ingredient of anything that can be called virtue. People attacked in this 
speech are the judges. By understanding the inseparable connection between 
good and evil in everyone one cannot condemn a man. This is addressed to the 
judges. And again, as the analysis of this criminal here shows, the differ¬ 
ence between the ego and the self. This poor fellow believed he had murdered 
for the sake of robbing. But in this particular case it was an afterthought 
by which he tried to justify the murder in the eyes of his poor reason. He 
must have a purpose, but, as a matter of fact, he didn’t have any purpose 
except the act of carder. Nietzsche is concerned here with the difference 
between the conscious intention and the subconscious and substantive motive. 

I will first give ray survey of these speeches and then we will bring up your 
questions on the basis of your own reading. The seventh speech "On Reading 
and Writing" (p. 152, par 1). 

Of all that is written I love only what a man has written with his blood. 

Write with blood, and you will experience that blood is spirit. 

This is, of course, one of those statements which are so embarrassing to those 
who admire Nietzsche and especially when they think of what happened to that 
blood-spirit thing in Nietzsche’s country fifty years later. But we must 
try to understand this. Blood Is spirit is absolutely necessary if self is 
body. One can love only what a man writes with his blood. Nietzsche goes on 
to make clear what he does not mean. He does not mean a recommendation of 
heaviness, the thesis of this chapter is the contrary: the highest serious¬ 
ness and the highest lightness go together necessarily. Blood refers to 
seriousness; nothing that is not of the utmost seriousness can be loved and 
accepted by human beings. There can be something very nice, very charming, 
but ultimately we despise it if it is not serious. If I may give an example 
from ay own experience which can be told. I saw once about 20 or 30 very fine 
pictures of the ii hg l ish painters of the 18th century* The overwhelming im¬ 
pression Ins that they were not necessary. They could as well not have been 
there. When I look at a certain portrait of Titian I know it had to be done. 
There is no question. What Nietzsche says here is of the utmost seriousness 
but this necessarily goes together with the utmost lightness, otherwise there 
is something wrong with the serious. This is a parallel to this essential 
connection between the highest and the lowest as discussed before. You find 
a peroration of Nietzsche's statement in Machiavelli's writing which he makes 
only of certain individuals that they were characterized by impossible com¬ 
binations of gravity and levity. Nietzsche says it much more seriously thaw 
Machiavelli. 

The eighth speech, "On the Tree on the Mountainside." A youth leaves the 
city seeking solitude. What is the situation? Let us read page 154, par 4: 
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Zarathustra replied: ’ivh;/ should that frighten you. But it is with mqw 
as it is with the tree. 'The more he aspires to the height and light, the 
more strongly do his roots strive earthward, downward, into the dark, the 
deep—into evil. 


In other words, there is an essential interconnection between good and evil 
and man cannot be supremely good if he is not at the same time supremely evil. 

In this particular case, the ascent of this young man was induced by his am¬ 
bition. On this basis he became envious of Zarathustra and envy is low, cor¬ 
rosive, the destruction of freedom and openness. If a man envies another wan 
he cannot look into his face, he cannot recognize a thing. Now, what hap¬ 
pened to this young man? Let us read p. 156 , par. 2-3. 

Indeed, I know your danger. But by my love and hope I beseech you: do not 
throw away your love and hope. 

You still feel noble, and the others too feel your nobility, though they 
bear you a grudge and send you evil glances. Know that the noble man stands 
in everybody's way. The noble man stands in the way of the good too: and 
even if they call him one of the good, they thus want to do away with him. 

The noble man wants to create something new and a new virtue. The good want 
the old, and that the old be preserved. But this is not the danger of the 
noble man, that he might become one of the good, but a churl, a mocker, a 
destroyer. 

He has broken with the old and respectable, he is in danger of losing his 
self-respect and, therefore, he is in danger of abandoning his highest hope. 

This danger can be occasioned as it is here by meeting someone whom he 
cannot possibly equal—Zarathus tra and by the hopelessness of satisfying 
his own ambition he knows in advance that he will live in the shadow of 
Zarathustra and he rebels against that and he cannot live with that deprava¬ 
tion. You see here the distinction between the noble and the good. The good 
ones are those who accept the established on the basis of the established. 

The noble ones are creative, revolutionaries, and they are superior, tm- -i« 
basically the distinction we have in Plato between those who abide by the 
nomos and those who see the limitations of the nomos and therefore transcend 
it. But, what is the difference? Again, there is no connection in Plato be¬ 
tween transcending the nomos and creativity. On the contrary, those w ho trans¬ 
cend the nomos are those who perceive what is beyond the nomos. Let us read 
par. 3 on the same page: 

Alas, I knew noble men who lost their highest hope. Then they slandered 
all high hopes. Then they lived impudently in brief pleasures and barely 
cast their goals beyond the day. Spirit too is lust, so they said. Then 
the wings of their spirit broke: and now their spirit crawls about and 
soils what it graws. Once they thought of becoming heroes: now they are 
volumptuaries. The hero is for them an offense and a fright. 

But by my love and hope I beseech you: do not throw away the hero in 
your soul2 Hold holy your highest hope! 

The hero is in the soul—no extraneous standards. Man is the rope over an 
abyss, that is the essence of man. One can say that Zarathustra appeals only 
to people who can respect others and themselves. Those who are completely 
unconcerned with respecting themselves and others cannot be reached by Nietzsche's 
arguments. 
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This phenomenon t concern with respect, not only self-respect but the possi¬ 
bility of respect from others, is something given. But this opinion is de¬ 
rivative from the nature of man, the being which transcends itself. I want 
to correct my previous statement: these four speeches are really a unity 
and they deal with the subject beyond good and evil as distinguished from good 
and bad. Nietzsche rejected the distinction between good and evil, that does 
not mean the distinction between good and bad. Beyond good and bad means not 
condemnation but contempt or pity, whereas good and evil 9 as Nietzsche under¬ 
stands it means condemnation. Secondly, not guilt but shame. As for the 
character of the argument up to this point: In some cases proof of self-con- 
tradition or alleged self-contradiction of the traditional notions. Secondly, 
psychological analysis. For instance, the bodily and terrestial in the al¬ 
legedly spiritual and celestial# Thirdly, the For example, 

the self overcoming of Christianity by intellectual honesty. Do you see the 
connection between the concept of the self , as distinguished from the ego 
and the doctrine of virtues as indicated in these four speeches. The essential 
connedtion between the higjhest and lowest of man and, therefore, the virtues 
can only be transfigured by a noble passion. Nietzsche is not concerned here 
with the problem of every-day morality, but with the highest moral problem, 
the most delicate moral problem. 

(new tape) What Nietzsche means by pride must be understood in the light 
of his specific assertions. Nietzsche * a notion of pride is connected with 
the fact that he conceives of man as creative and the other side of it is 
that this human creator is in danger whereas the divine creator is omnipotent. 
The reverence given to the creator god is now given to the highest in man, 
but at the same time, this reverence must have a delicacy which would be 
out of place in relation to god. One can say that everything turns, rightly 
understood, on pride. Wisdom does not consist in contemplation in the 
Aristotelian sense where a non-creating being looks at a being which he has 
not created. But, what is contemplation? Contemplation in Nietzsche’s sense 
is compared to a creator looking at his creation. Must not behind all crea¬ 
tion be something uncreated which gives truth to the creation. Is not the 
statement that truth is creation itself creation? Whatever men assert to be 
true rests ultimately on the human creation. According to present-day posi- 
tivisim the principle of causality, for example, is a human hypothesis in¬ 
vented at a certain time. But what about the insight into the fundamental 
hypothesis? Is this also hypothesis? Must we not fall back in every case 
on a truth which is not created? That is the problem and everything turns 
around it. 

Question: Is there an arbitrary quality about the term creation? 

Mr. Strauss: It is arbitrary when looked at from without, but not from within. 
Nietzsche was the one who made the term value so popular. For Nietzsche the 
values are created. For example, in modem day social science the values 
are not understood as created, it is at least in no way of their essence to 
be created. If I say my value is comfortable self-preservation the value 
of that value is not bound up with being created. Like and dislike establishes 
this value. Nietzsche is much more discriminating. 
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There is no thou shalt which precedes the human will. Every law, every 
notion of just and noble originates in the human will. In the old sophist 
view the noble and just are only by convention and not by nature. In the 
conventional school that meant a depreciation of the noble and just in 
favor of the natural. In Nietzsche it is the opposite. Man becomes 
by virtue of his subjection to some notion of the noble and the just. But 
this subjection must be subjection to a law which ««n imposes upon himself. 

This law differs and must differ from man to man. It is not a law of reason, 
a law of universal validity. You may remember Kant's formulation of the 
categorical imperative: Act in such a way that your maxim can be understood 
as a universal law. What Kant has in mind is this: In order to see whether 
a maxim is moral or immoral we have to subject it to the test of universal!- 
satian. For example, I act on the principle I don't want to pay taxes. The 
universalisation is there ought not to be any taxes and then I see that feMn 
does not work. While for Kant law does originate in the human will, it is 
one and the same law which will be the outcome of this self legislation, be-* 
cause the principle is that the law must be universally valid for all men. 

This is completely dropped by Nietzsche. Season, consciousness, the ego, 
are surface phenomena concealing the deapth of man. That is called by 
Nietzsche the self—the creative center of man. The self is essentially 
connected witli man's sensuality. Therefore Nietzsche can say thyself is thy 
body. The self is man's whole being, the creative center of man's whole 
being. All possible meaning of life, nay, all possible meaning, presupposes 
the acceptance and affirmation of man's being a bodily and earthly being. 
Ascetic ideas, living with a view to a life in heaven, or a life without a 
body, is destructive of any possible meaning of life. 

The other point which appeared last time was the connection between creativity 
and nobility. Nietzsche makes the distinction between the noble and the good— 
the noble man and the good man. The good men are the non-creative who live 
within an established moral order. But this established order owes its being 
to a primary creation. So every goodness depends on a primary creativity and 
this primary creativity is, as it were, forgotten. The accepted value system 
is taken as eternal. The good are the non-creative who live within former 
creation and absolutize it. They do not know that their principles, too, are 
of human origin. The basis from which Nietzsche starts is this: Man is an 
animal, a bodily, terrestial being, which is not guided by instinct as the 
other a n i m a l s are, nor by reason, because reason is derivative, but by its own 
project or creation, that is to say the ideas. These ideals man does not un¬ 
derstand primarily as his creation, he understands them originally as somehow 
imposed on him from without. But now we know that all ideals, values, are 
creations; that man is not guided by nature, or god, or reason; that he is 
radically unprotected—a rope over an abyss. All ideas that presuppose that 
ideas have a foundation independent of man's will, are therefore based on error. 
These ideas are false, they presuppose that man does not face exposiveness. 

The question which arises i3 this: Does man's awareness of his fundamental 
situation, the fact that he is a rope over an abyss, supply him with a standard? 
In other words, that understanding man's fundamental exposiveness does that 
not already tell us how to live? But, if this is so, the right life would be 
a Ufa according to nature, according to man's fundamental situation, that is 
to say, it would not be a creation. This is the great criticism of Nietzsche. 
Mr. Benjamin gave me a statement about this problem in which he elaborates 
the situation clearly. "What is the standard, how does Nietzsche establish 
his standard?" that is the question which we must try to answer. Part of the 
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answer is surely Nietzsche's notion of the fundamental situation of man* 

However this may be, this new understanding of human life will not lead to 
toe right life for all men, because there cannot be toe right life for all 
men* Different human beings must have different virtues* I suggest that 
we now read a few more of Zaratoustra's speeches and then turn to a more 
general discussion* First, we have to discuss speeches 9~12, which form a 
unity and we begin with toe speech called "On the Preachers of Death," p. 156 . 
One more word about the context* As I said last time, the first four speeches 
state the problem as the fundamental condition of Then, speeches 

5-8, make clear toe most important practical conclusion, namely, that virtue 
cannot be simply opposed to passion, it can only be transfigured or ennobled 
passion* There is an inseparable connection between the highest and the 
lowest of man* One could say to this also as follows: Purity of the heart 
in the biblical sense, "thou shalt not covet," is impossible by nature* Good" 
ness is possible only on toe basis of this admitted necessity of toe evil, 
of its transfiguration* 

Speeches 9*12, we can say, are devoted to the most important forms of contempo¬ 
rary badness* We will read on p* 157, par. 6: 

Life is only suffering,' others say, and do not lie: see to it, then, that 
you ceasel See to it, then, that the life which is only suffering ceases! 

And let this be the doctrine of your virtue: 'Thou shalt kill thyself! 
Thou shalt steal away! * * * 

Pity is needed,* says toe third group* 'Take from me what I have! Take 
from me what I am! Life will bind me that much less!' 

If they were full of pity through and through, they would make life in¬ 
sufferable for their neighbors* To be evil, that would be their real 
goodness* 

Nietzsche is taking issue here with what he calls the preachers of death, 
with those who malign life. In this connection he makes this assertion among 
others "For 3ome men virtue consists in committing suicide, for others, virtue 
consists in being evil*" There is not toe virtue for all and cannot be. 

We may also take the fourth paragraph on page 158 * 

And you, too, for whom life is furious work and unrest-—are you not very 
weary of life? Are you not very ripe for the preaching of death? All 
of you to whom furious work is dear, and whatever is fast, new, and strange— 
you find it hard to bear yourselves; your industry is escape and the will 
to forges yourselves. If you believed more in life you would fling your¬ 
selves less to the moment* But you do not have contents enough in your¬ 
selves for waiting—and not even for idleness* 

That is a further explanation of what it means to believe in life. To believe 
in life does not mean what is vulgarly considered zest for life* To believe 
in life is the opposite of forgetting oneself. For, life, if it is to be truly 
human, is to he a rope over an abyss* 

The general subject of toe speech is that the old other—worldliness is very 
powerful in toe modern world and manifests itself precisely in toe noisy 
worldly activity which is so visible in toe foreground of our society. But 
we must not minimize the implication that for different human beings, dif¬ 
ferent courses of conduct are virtuous* In toe next speech Nietzsche speaks 



of the other great power in irodern life- that is of late 19 th century 
Germany. There was the monarchy, supported by the altar and the army. He 
had spoken of the preachers of death, the starting point was, of course, the 
theologians, but enlarged. 

In the next speech he speaks of war and the warriors. We will read only one 
brief passage on page 158 . 

I know of the hatred and envy of your hearts. You are not great enough not 
to know hatred and envy. Be great enough, then, not to be ashamed of them. 

And if you cannot be saints of knowledge, at least be its warriors. They 
are the companions and forerunners of such sainthood. 

He here speaks of the warriors, because soldiers reminds him too much of uni¬ 
forms. Warriors are superior to the creatures of death, but lower than the 
saints of Icnowledge. The implication is that the highest human possibility 
is to be a saint of knowledge. That makes sense only if to live means also 
to know. In Beyond Good and Evil, the supermen are presented as the philos¬ 
ophers of the future, that is how crucial knowledge is in Nietzsche's ideas. 

The warriors do not preach death, but they court death. To love life does 
not mean in any way to cling to life. Here again the general observation that 
it is not a virtue that is universal and is not meant to be universal, nils 
virtue, as appears from the sequel, consists in obedience and not in freedom. 
Also, it is not free of hatred and envy which would be absent from the highest 
human possibility. 

The next speech deals with the unity of the two preceding speeches, the state, 
which is here called the new idol. There is an important point which we 
must consider (p. 160 , bottom); 

State is th(f name of the coldest of all cold monsters. Coldly it tells lies 
too; and thin lie crawls out of its mouth: 'I, the state, am the people.* 
That is a lidl It was creators who created peoples and hung a faith and a 
love over the*n: thus they served life. 

It is annihilators who set traps for the many and call them 'state*: 
they hang a sword and a hundred appetites over them. 

Here, Nietzsche makes the distinction between the state and the people. The 
German word is, of course, "Volk" which one could translate as nation. These 
are two radically different.phenomena, volk is a fundamental phenomenon, the 
state is derivative. A Sk& I sh of volk and state is that of the self to the 
ego, the state is the surface phenomenon, a merely rational phenomenon, the 
deeper one is the volk. This surface phenomenon is characterized by reward 
and pu n is h ment and many desires. The volk is characterized by faith and love. 
This is connected with another point which Nietzsche makes in the sequel. 

The state is characterized by universality. In principle, what characterizes 
the modern state, the right of man and constitutional conclusions from that, 
are universally applicable and meant to be so. There is a Volk and its culture 
is characterized by uniqueness. So it is strictly the relation between the 
ego and the self. The state is universal, in its perfected form it treats 
everyone like everyone else, it levels the differences. 
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This notion of the state goes through Nietzsche's writings, I. refer you 
to his latest writing. The Will to Power, aphorism 717: ’'The state or 
organized immorality." What Nietzsche means by that is that the state does 
for individuals what individuals do not dare to do; for example, to kill 
men* 'Who would wish to be an executioner? But there are quite a few people 
who are in favor of capital punishment. Or, he says "the state is a machine." 
We constantly speak of the machinery of government, but one cannot speak of 
the nation or tho volk as a machine and that indicates the difference. 

Surely Nietzsche does not oppose tho state aa such, but the idolization of 
the state which was particularly powerful in Germany, the country of Hegel. 

Then Nietzsche turns to the force of these modern forma of badness, the 
next speech called "On the Flies of the Karket Place." 

The subject of that speech can be stated very simply: It is society. The 
rejection of the modern state and its idolization is common. But Nietzsche's 
criticism, as distinguished from these ordinary criticisms of the state, is 
distinguished by the fact that it is as much directed against society. Let 
us read on page 163, par. 8. 

Flee, my friend, into your solitude! I see you dazed b. the noise of the 
great men and stung all over by the stings of the little men. Woods 
crags know how to keep a dignified silence with you. Be like the tree 
that you love with its wide branches: silently listening, it hangs over 
the sea. 

Where solitude ceases the market place begins; and where the market 
place begins the noise of the great actors and the buzzing of the poisonous 
flies begins too. 

In the world even the beat things amount to nothing without someone to 
make a show of them: great men the people call these showmen. 

Little do the people comprehend the great*-that is, the creating. But 
they have a mind for all showmen and actors of great things. 

Around the inventors of new values the world revolves: invisibly it 
revolves. But around the actors revolve the people and fame: that is 'the 
way of the world.' 

The great men that are the groat actors. That is as great an idol as the state. 
The great has this great moral appeal in the old fashioned conscience—law, 
loyalty, etc. Society has the appeal of freedom, which is not so much the 
characteristic of the state. But here there is also a fundamental danger to 
the beat in man, to his being himself. The solution can only be found by 
going into solitude, an advice given only to Zarathustra'a friend. Again, a 
high form of virtue which can by its nature not be universal. The lack of 
intelleetual honesty, the concern with sucoess and self-assurance through 
applause, through effect. This is the phenomenon which Nietzsche has in mind. 

There are some other points which we have to consider. On page 164, par. 3. 

Full of solemn jesters is the market place—and the people pride themselves 
on their great men, their masters of the hour. But the hour presses them; 
so they press you. And from you too they want a Yes or No. Alas, do you 
want to place your chair between pro and con? 

Do not be jealous of these unconditional, pressing men, you lover of 
truth! Never yet has truth hung on the arm of the unconditional. 



This marketplace is in the first place characterised by showmanship. The 
second phenomenon is unconditional partisanship. What is the connection? 

What Nietzsche has in mind are phenomena which are well known to you, which 
are stated by critics of our society very frequently* and have found their 
expression even in academic sociology: The organization man* the celebrities* 
the book of the month. In modern society fame is only the proof of worth¬ 
lessness which is* I think* a sound practical rule. Nietzsche characterizes 
the sane society by something entirely different—unconditioned yes or no. 

Is it not true that our modern society is characterized by liberalism* by 
the very opposite of the unconditioned yes or no? But that is not quite so 
simple because liberalism* being the unconditional opposite to the uncon¬ 
ditional, nothing may be more illiberal, more opposed to the individual, than 
liberalism. There is no possibility* for example* of considering the funda¬ 
mental defects of liberalism. For example, there was an article in the 
Political Science Review on conservatism which showed on the basis of scien¬ 
tific methods that the majority of conservatives are illiterate, psychopaths. 
The trouble with such articles is not that it was printed in the APSR, which 
is a scandal* but this is not the only place of this kind. 

There is one more point which I think we should read on page 162, par. 2: 

Indeed, my friend* you are the bad conscience of your neighbors: for they 
are unworthy of you. They hate you, therefore* and would like to such your 
blood. Your neighbors will always be poisonous flies; that which is great 
in you* just that must make them more poisonous and more like flies. 

I think the emp h as i s should be put on the must. These low minds cannot help 
being low* there is no question of sin here. But part of it is the fact that 
the highest virtue is productive of vice. 

We turn now to the next section which goes to the end of the book* that is 
the first part. The first word of the next section is "I love." I don’t 
believe that this is an accident. It seems to me that these ten speeches, 
thirteen to twenty-two* all deal with love. For example, they are on 
chastity* of child and marriage—which deal with sexual love; (3) of the 
friend* of the love of the neighbor, and of the gift-giving virtue deals 
with love of man or charity. The others* too* deal with the same subject, 
even if not as vividly. All these speeches are devoted to the theme of love. 

I ^h® first theme which Nietzsche discusses is chastity. This speech is slightly 
nauseating because of the triviality and the unctuous character of the treat¬ 
ment of this Important subject. It is certainly not in any way shocking. 

Bo I counsel you to chastity? Chastity is a virtue in some, but almost 
a vice in many. 

Note that it is never a vice* it is almost a vice. Nietzsche does not recom¬ 
mend dissoluteness in any way. I don’t doubt that this speech contains very 
sensible remarks, but in a language which is somehow inappropriate. Not be¬ 
cause it is indecent* but because it has a certain tone of unctuousness. In 
the third part of the Geneaology of Morals* he speaks much more healthily and 
properly on the same subject. 

The next section deals with the friend. It is connected with the preceding 
one by a remark in this speech to the effect "woman is not yet capable of 
friendship* woman knows only love." Let us read a few passages, page 168* 
par. 4-5: 



In a friend one should still honor the enemy. Can you go close to your 
friend without going over to him? 

In a friend one should have one's best enemy. You should be closest 
to him with your heart when you resist him. 

Do you understand that? Friendship presupposes the deed of the friend, it 
stands on its own feet. 

Question: Doesn't this explain the chastity? Because in lust you give your¬ 
self wholly to another person and lose yourself and that is why he is opposed 
to lust or sexuality? 

Mr. Strauss: He is not simply opposed to sexuality, he is only opposed to a 
chastity, an abstinence from sexuality which makes a man sicker of life. Mere 
bodily chastity ruins the soul. 

You do not want to put on anything for your friend? Should it be an honor 
for your friend that you give yourself to him as you are? But he sends 
you to the devil for that. He who makes no secret of himself, enrages: 
so much reason have you for fearing nakedness. 

Friendship excludes close familiarity. There is a kind of sincerity which 
is very much like one of the boasts of the beatniks, which is absolutely in¬ 
compatible with self-respect, In the sequel he develops the theme more fully, 
page 169, pars. 2-3. 

A friend should be a master at guessing and keeping still: you must not 
want to see everything. Your dream should betray to you what your friend 
does while awake. 

Do you understand this? Your dream should not reveal to you what your friend 
dreams. Mot only should you not think of what your friend dreams in a wakened 
condition, but even in your dreams your friend should be present only his 
awakeneas. In the famous story, pointed out centuries ago by Plato, we are 
our lowest in our dreams. 

Your compassion should be a guess—to know first whether your friend wants 
compassion. Perhaps what he loves in you is the unbroken eye and the glance 
of eternity. 

Friendship is incompatible with pity. The most indiscreet thing is pity, 
though s man who is incapable of pity is, of course, a very poor hm«aw being. 

It is one of the most difficulty things to be properly compassionate. Tb** 
indiscretion of pity can be fatal in any friendship. Friendship seems to be 
higher than love, but only, and that will be made clear in the sequel, higher 
only than a certain kind of love. 

In the next speech he begins to discuss this higher kind of love which is 
perhaps the most important speech in the first book "Of Thousand and One 
Goals," This is also more suitable for discussion in the classroom. 

Question: What does he mean by friendship? 
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Mr. Strauss: You would say that friendship necessarily presupposes an 

diJeJStiL* Uh I t 111 mi ? d is tho relationship between fundamental 

diversities and, therefore, also fundamental diversity of opinion. That 
is not possible without some agreement. Friendship requires a community of 

have^friend« eI> Cannot help aote that Nietzsche did not 

Mt ^ us ^ e f° rae ver y simple every-day occurrence. You have 

not yet written your doctor’s thesis. What would you expect a friend to do 

** *> «*«* hi. to C y o^r««re.t “uicf 

Jtould not his friendship be dependent on the ruthlessness of his criticism? 

The question is, how can there be enmity properly, given a certain human 
levei except by virtue of the inevitable imperfection of all human beings. 

Arist °tle says friendship is something to be highly re- 
^ected, but truth more so, that doesn’t mean he became an enimy of Plato 
stating such a doctrine. If Plato had resented it, it would have been 
W jf Cne f S ***“ which we can understand, but which we cannot 

iJT 2 «« 4 M e ° lafl£jical of friendship was based on the view that there 
if®® !?f“° S of ideas * If tbla 18 denied, if there is 
c ° nflict and the passions that go with conflict such 
asjealousy are condoned, ait why not envy and hatred too? These Nietzsche 
Perhaps 030 leave it for the time being at the general 
f denial of the possibility of a moral cosmos leads 
to a radically different appreciation of and judgment on the higher passions. 

^ n ® w * In a way you become yourself only by virtue of act and 
yet friendship is possible only among h u man beings who Impose this law on 
themselves. From this it follows since these laws differ radically there 
must be conflict. TO the degree to which the dedication is full they can¬ 
not but differ in what is for them the most important thing. What Nietzsche 
or becaus « °f i*t this alone deserves to be called 
friendship. Logically, it is very easy to say that, but when we try to 
think of this as a human reality it becomes hard to understand. What Nietzsche 
contends is that a general society can only come out of individual who have 
spent a very long time in solitude. The character in which the individual 
becomes the true self culminates, if everything goes well, in a society. 

That is an essential part of his teaching of the superman. By virtue of 
toe common experience of the radical solitude, toe radical no to toe estab- 
lished and traditional values, there is an understanding which is not pos¬ 
sible among those too have not had this experience. There cannot be only 
toe understanding based on eomunity of opinion, there can also be toe com¬ 
munity of a fu ndamental experience which is deeper than opinion. 


What is toa classical notion of friendship and need? There is a need on toe 
part of every individual for friendship. Even Socrates needs people, not 
for self-assurance but for toe exchange without which his pursuit is not 
possible. The question is how does Nietzsche understand toe need for 
sociality on toe highest level or does he actually exclude such a thing' 


We turn now to the next speech which is perhaps more accessible and here 
Nietzsche turns to things with which everyone today is familiar, on page 171. 
pars. 3*5* 
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Verily, men gave themselves all their good and evil* Verily, they did 
not take it, they did not find it, nor did it come to them as a voice 
from heaven* Only man placed values in things to preserve himself—he 
alone created a meaning for things, a v> " wg " meaning* Therefore he calls 
himself *man,* which means: the esteemer* 

To esteem is to create: hear this, you creators! Esteeming itself is 
of all esteemed things the most estimable treasure* Through esteeming 
alone is there value: and without esteeming, the nut of existence would 
be hollow. Hear this, you creators! 

Change of values—that is a change of creators. Whoever must be a 
creator always annihilates. 

The matter is, I believe, clear* There are always given values and by creat¬ 
ing values he necessarily denies, destroys the established values* Life 
owes all its meaning to creative acts, all values are human creation, not 
discovered. Today this seems trivial. You can hear this in every social 
science class, the difference is that KLetzsohe would never admit as values 
what they say are values* A bodily need absolutized would not be a value* 

What Nietzsche means becomes dear trom his ennumeratioa on page 170: 

*You shall always be the first and excel all others: your jealous soul 
shall love no one, unless it be the friend 1 —that made the soul 

of the Greek quiver: thus he walked the path of his greatness* 

'To speak the truth and to handle bow and arrow well' ^Herodotiuy — 
that seemed both dear and difficult to the people who gave me my name— 
the same which is both dear and difficult to me, 

•To honor father and mother and to follow their will to the root of 
one's soul*—this was the tablet of ove r co m ing that another people hung up 
over themselves and became powerful and eternal thereby* 

'To practice loyalty and, for the sake of loyalty, to ride honor and 
blood even for evil and dangerous tilings*—with this teaching another people 
conquered themselves} and through this self -conquest they became pregnant 
and heavy with great hopes* 

What Nietzsche has in mind are various kinds of nations, not so much cultures, 
of ethnic groups—Greeks, Persians, Jews, Germans* There is no way of giving 
a rationale for any of these positions* But one thing is dear, they are 
possibilities of dedicating oneself to something higher than oneself, and 
that constitutes their dignity. This is the well-known theory of historicism, 
the variety of values behind which you cannot go* 

Ho people could live without first esteeming; but if they want to preserve 
themselves, then they must not esteem as the neighbor esteems* 

This is an important but strange statement* Why can't all men agree on the 
same positings? Why must each nation have values incompatible with the values 
of its neighbor? This is a point anticipated by Bousseau in his writing On 
the Government of Poland, where he speaks of the essential antagonism of 
nations regarding their fundamental principles* In other words, there is a 
necessity for the antagonism and for the variety of ideas* We should con¬ 
tinue this on page 170, par* 3: 



46 


A tablet of the good hangs over every people* Behold, it is the tablet 
of their overcomings; behold, it is the voice of their will to power. 

Praiseworthy is whatever seems difficult to a people; whatever seems 
indispensable and difficult is c all ed good; and whatever liberates even out 
of the deepest need, the rarest, the most difficult—that they call holy. 

So you see, there are certain formal principles common to all , but the con¬ 
tent differs from nation to nation. If you take the concept of value in 
current social science, value means something liked by an individual re¬ 
gardless of reason, and the question of hierarchy of values cannot possibly 
arise. What Nietzsche would say is this* If there is no definite view of 
good and sacred, then it is not a genuine value system. The fact that there 
is that triad, the orderly, the good and the sacred everywhere there is a 
nation is of no practical importance insofar as all action depends on what 
is the law, what is the good, what is the sacred and that differs from nation 
to nation. 

Whatever makes them rule and triumph and shine, to the awe and envy of their 
neighbors, that is to them the high, the first, the measure, the meaning 
of all things. 

Verily, my brother, once you have recognised the need and land and sky 
and neighbor of a people, you may also guess the law of their overcomings, 
and why they climb to their hope on this ladder. 

Here Nietzsche almost suggests, as did more old fashioned thought, that the 
explanation of the value system can be given in terms of, say, the climate, 
etc. This is st i l l a view of some social scientists* To wvpiiHi* the values 
of a nation yon can do so in terms of the conditions—economic, climatic, etc. 
But the more sophisticated social scientists today say that thi« is not pos¬ 
sible. 1 suppose you understand this part of the argument which is, in a ~ 
way, the begi nnin g of Nietzsche's rational argument. Don't forget, that 
years before Nietzsche had written The Advantage and Disadvantage of History, 
and the f un da me ntal notion underlying this work was the understanding of 
history as the intercourse and conflict between various nations, each char¬ 
acterized by its own national mind, the *•*»*«•» of universalism. There is no 
natural law which is the standard. The traditional view of natural law was 
that variety can occur only on a subordinate level. There is one highest 
law on which human dignity depends everywhere and subordinate to this is a 
variety of positive laws, customs, etc. According to this there is no natural 
law and we cannot go beyond these national value systems. In the sequel we 
find the most fundamental change, p. 171, par. 6: 

Flrmt, peoples were creators; and only in later times, individuals. Verily, 
the individual himself is still the most recent creation. 

Once peoples hung a tablet of the good over themselves. Love which 
would rule and love which would obey have together created such tablets. 

The delight in the herd is more ancient than the delight in the ego; 
and as long as the good conscience is identified with the herd, only the 
bad conscience says: I. 

Verily, the clever ego, the loveless ego that desires its own profit in 
the profit of the many—that is not the origin of the herd,'but its going 
under. 
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In all these old ideas, which are all characteristically pre-Christian, 
though the German can be said to be medieval, but that is still connected 

S V f e Y ?t th 4116 pa « an aeman Past. Originally, only peoples 
created values, but the herd or the people, at their best, as lovers, 
passionate men. In this stage of human life the ego was the criminal or. 
what amounts to the same thing, the bad citizen—the mail who wlr» snly 
of himself, cunning, calculating. Modern utilitarianism which conceives 
of society in terms of the cunning, calculating, individual, is only a 
restatement on the social level of this lowest stratum in man. Ttamere 
self-seeking did not have any respectability in ancient cultures. Now, 
a fundamental change made itself felt* the recognition of the ego in its 

f? 1 is 01,011 y° un S er » Nietzsche says, than the people, the 

volk, the nation. He goes a bit further* the individual is the youngest 
creation. The recognition of the moral dignity of the individual isnot 
truly a recognition, a discovery of something pre-existent, but not pre- 
ilouljr ataUM. It i. . owatiai of « wrtrf. ti». So* 

and passionate men erected this fable of the sovereign individual who is 
not cunning, calculating, low, tat high er than any herd, any volk can be. 

h6rd aoralit y* Tb&t ®««ns simply that morality has 
t which preserves the herd. But this is a noble, transfigured, 

although specific national morality. In the four nations which he has ImoT 
4t 18 1104 mer * a J the preservation of the herd, tat in the spirit of 
Achillean supremajy, or biblical honoring father and mother. But individ¬ 
ualism is still higher. 

Questions In a prior passage he said that the individual created the volk, 
here he says that volka were the first creators. 

? traU ff. : *5 added the immediate sequen "love which wishes to rule 
washes to obey together created such fables. Let us speak 
of primitive people and then of people with a higher culture, like the four 
mentioned. In this stage some superior individual created such nomos. But 
they were concerned with the morality for all, the whole society. 

Student: The nation seems to create the individual, tat on the other hand, 
the nation is itself created by an individual. 

i! r n.. f t r? l ‘* a ? ? """t **“* «•*» Mtton 13 created by 

a superior individual. Then there would still be that difference that he 
gives the law to the nation as a whole and he is not concerned with the de- 
velopment of individuals as individuals. The moral status of the individual 
rmaains the same. The individual is good by complying with the universal law 
or tnat society. 

question: Ton said before that the relation between state and 

Paral if 1 i t ° rclat i° n between ego and self. But in Beyond Good 
^ W ? annot ^ 'Aat is best in ourselves. Now, with 
respect to Mr. Dannhauser’s question, how does this come about? In light 
of what motivations does the self which I take it is the creative self produce 
that of which you speak? 

Mr. Strauss* The distinction between the individual self and the collective 
self and the individual self did not help you? That this creation by Zara- 
thustra is not truly a creation by the self because it did not know itself. 
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Student* In terms of self preservation this is very simple, but in terms 
of the individual creator who does not know the best in himself, who is 
in a way compelled, does nature not somehow come back in there? 

Hr* Strauss* That question will come back in there, but I think we 
postpone it* The fact that creation at all stages is not conscious mntHwg 
does not do away with the fact that in some sense the creators did not know 
that they were creating and in some stage they know that they were creating. 
Moses or the old Zarathustra were creators and would have been shocked if 
they had thought of themselves in that way* Nietzsche's Zarathustra knows 
that he is a creator* Neither the old nor the new Zarathustra understand 
the ground of their creativity. The most important point is that for Nietzsche 
the moral dignity is not a recognition of the pre-existing fact covered over 
in the past by tradition, but is a new positing, a new creation. The things 
that Nietzsche says are so trivial today that they may not strike you. In 
the history of civilization modern individualism is taken for granted. 

What is the difficulty as developed here? In the last two paragraphs of the 
speech we will see that. 


Verily, a monster is the power of this praising and censuringo Tell me, 
who will conquer it, 0 brother? Tell me, who will throw a yoke over the 
thousand necks of this beast? 

A thousand goals have there been so far, for there have been a thousand 
peoples. Only the yoke for the thousand necks is still lacking: the one 
goal is lacking. Humanity still has no goal. 

But tell me, my brothers, if humanity still lacks a goal—is humanity 
itself not still lacking too? 

Thus spoke Zarathustra. 

This sounds very Aristotelian. A being can only be constituted by having 
an end but it is not quite meant this way. Now, what does he imply? One 
man has to become aware of this relativity that no value system has a higher 
dignity than the creative act by which it cane into being. Once this la the 
cass these value systems lose their convincing power; there can no longer be 
nations, volks, in that old sense. The place can be taken only by a uni¬ 
versal society—mankind. That does not say anything about the political or¬ 
ganization of the human race, that is not the question here. The question 
here is only the ideal, the goal* This is surely connected with the preced¬ 
ing creat io n, the creation of the individual, the different creations of 
nations, cultures, ideas. Then the creation of a being of moral dignity 
which owe later. They have both destroyed forever the possibility of the 
nation, the volk, as the highest unit. Here Nietzsche breaks away absolutely 
with any romantic system of the vdk mind. But, of course, and that is a 
tremendous Insight, this end, this goal of the human race must be created 0 
What the book is intended to do is to set forth that ideal, that goal, for 
the whole human race. 

One objection is obvious, and ^ietzsche is surely aware of it. There was 
such a universal ideal, and that was that of Christianity. Therefore, the 
next speech deals with the love of the neighbor. What Nietzsche wants to 
show is that this ideal, too, is to be rejected. At a certain time, say, 
Christianity, universal ideas were developed, but they are the volk ideal. 
Nietzsche's Zarathustra, therefore, is the universal ideal, the first idea 
altogether, which is in a sense consciously created. Nietzsche knows that 
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he creates it, although he cannot fully understand his own creation. 

(In answer to a question): The market place is characterized by sheer 
superficiality. Let us take the distinction between the ego and the self. 
Both the state and society belong to the ego, the nation belongs to the 
level of the volk. The market, the exchange of goods and services, includ¬ 
ing cultural goods, does not. State and society as sketched in these two 
speeches, are the surface phenomena of tremendous power due to the decay 
of the nation as well as Christianity* Neither the nation nor Christianity, 
powers which had formerly molded man, can no longer do it. That is not a 
mere defect from Nietzsche's point of view. That which will from now on 
mold man is h i g h e r than either the nation or Christianity. Isn't the dis¬ 
tinction between state and society an essential modern characteristic? 

I think this is a fact, and in all reflections which are not quite super¬ 
ficial where the state is one association among seventy-five, the state 
is here, society is there. 

question: Somehow it seems that the self to be a prior phenomenon, 
then again it seems that the goal has to be prior to the self. 

Mr. Strauss: Not prior. There are some seifs, not many, which are seifs 
by virtue of self legislation, creation. But there is nothing higher yet 
in the 19 th century. The highest phenomena of the 19th century are a few 
individuals who can do that, that's all. The barbarism is due to the 

fact that you have only some highly cultivated individuals a barbarous 
state and a barbarous society. What he hopes for is a society of true seifs, 
where they are not merely outsiders, marginal people, but where they give 
society the character. Nietzsohe'e whole doctrine wouldn't allow the dis¬ 
tinction between potentiality and actuality because of the teleological impli¬ 
cations. What we can say up to this point is that that which limits the 
freedom of the self does not make intelligible the act of freedom. There¬ 
fore, the meaning of these conditional things depends on what it makes out 
of it. These conditions are illuminated by the act of creation, they do not 
il l um i na te the act of creation itself. 

(In answer to a question): There is some connection between the simple 
phenomenon of actors and acting as it goes back to the Greeks. What he 
primarily in mind is a modern phenomenon, starting quits from the surface, 
sociologically, but really empirically. It is undeniable that actors and 
actresses play today a role which they have never played in human history. 
Until n short while ago they were treated rather as outcasts* Today, actors 
and aotorsoses play an absolutely preponderant role. You oould say that is 
because they earn so much money. But that is already a consequence of a 
popular demand. A public united by an appreciation of actors and actresses 
rather thanfor example, of great statesmen. The question arises, does that 
not have something to do with other aspects of human life? Is the spirit 
of the actor not acting in the modern, again 1 speak sociologically, in the 
modern intellectuals to a degree which was never the ease in the past. Mere 
vanity existed at all times, but this must be something deeper. Relativism, 
skepticism, are very powerful in modern life. Doesn't the need to counter¬ 
act it, while it is still very powerful in oneself, does this not lead to a 
fundamental insincerity? For example, Nietzsche suspected Thomas Carlyle to 
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be a man of this kind; a man who did not honestly face the problem and tried 
to shout so that neither he nor anyone else would hear that silent problem 
that he had broken with Christianity and did not want to admit it in his own 
country. Now, Carlisle was a very great man* compared to ouch of today, 
but it is really improper and unbecoming to give contemporary examples. 

Books like the Lonely Crowd, and the Organization Man deal with this prob¬ 
lem. Nietzsche says here that the actor is the most characteristic phenomenon 
of modem society. Be regarded Richard Wagner to some extent like that, 
not following the art regardless, but squinting at something else, say, the 
German empire. For example, if you think of the dishonesty which is neces¬ 
sarily implied in many collective research problems, where a coordination is 
demanded which cannot possibly allow the individual to follow his own way 
fully. Or the publishers—people who are wholly incompetent judge what a 
book should be like. He knows what would sell and you are supposed to adjust 
your style accordingly. Of course, this mesas selling out. What Nietzsche 
has in mind is this ph e nom e n o n of selling oneself, which can have the very 
innocent meaning: I put ay best foot forward to get that Job. I do not 
say that there are not many books and many doctoral dissertations which are 
improved by a competent editor, but Z am speaking of the more important, 
more interesting phenomenon which Nietzsche is driving at. Nietzsche has in 
mind that in modern society the actor, literally and metaphorically understood, 
haa acquired a preponderance which he never had la the past. The state is 
a brutish fellow. It is subject to another deficiency—lifelessness. In 
society you have enormous life, goings on, humming, and yet in a deeper sense 
it can also be equally lifeless beoause deprived of the true sources of life, 
the individual concerned with his improvement. Nietzsche raises a much higher 
cl a im, the individual as creative. But today, when stimulation of creativity 
becomes one of the functions of the elementary school, something obviously 
gone wrong. 

(In answer to a question): In one sense the end is as individual as it always 
was. It is only of such a kind that it permits of being aocepted by individ¬ 
uals everywhere. 

(New tape) (part of tape inaudible) Man must now exercise rule over the whole 
planet. Man—that is to say not this or that nation—oust become owner of 
the earth. In this stage man has become aware of the fact that all values 
are his creation* Renee, from now on there oaa only be conscious creation 
of values. But, what is creative in man is not the consciousness, the ego, 
but the self—the productive, sub-conscious, center of the whole man. Go, 
we have to say more precisely, creation of new values which is accompanied 
by consciousness. Ihe values have no support other *>»»" the Individual’s 
creativity. 

Man is a creator. But, not being omnipotent, he is the endangered creator of 
all values. Here we can see the peculiar mixture of pride on the one hand, 
and delicacy on the other, which permeates His writings, that is Nietzsche’s 
writings. One could illustrate Nietzsche’s position by the way, by indicat¬ 
ing the difference between him and Freud. The id in Freud is completely 
meaningless out of which in a complicated way the ego and the superego emerge. 
For Freud, the id is the productive, creative center, which creates the super¬ 
ego. 
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$ OBt of the tape of lecture 5 ia inaudible. Below are Werner Dannhaueer’s 
notes on that lecture^ 

We will review by considering some common points between Nietzsche and 
modern social science t to see how Nietzsche concerns us. Social science dis¬ 
tinguishes between facts and values; there is objective knowledge only of 
facts. It is a fact that there are values but there is no objective knowledge 
of the validity of values. Scientific knowledge is infinitely progressive; 
discoveries are unpredictable. This is somehow connected with the view that 
all thought is historical. One escapes the difficulties which arise by the 
absolute beginning of definitions which are sterilized. Science is an arti¬ 
ficial island in the flux of things. There are still difficulties because 
the questions arises What is science? Is science good? This last question 
cannot be answered scientifically because that would take value judgments. 

The choice of science must be considered arbitrary; there ia no responsible 
way of choosing. Science must look to the coming of the last man. Man is 
merely a symbol-using brute. One can see the problem from another angle: 
science is infinitely progressive* so there will always be mystery. Science 
says: take a faith to live side by side with science. But at the same time 
science must preach the sovereignty of reason, though reason can't choose. 
Season can show certain values to be based on untruth, like race supremacy, 
but it cannot say why the choosing of truth-based values is preferable. 

Nietzsche starts but does not end with these problems. He also of 

man as a brute, also says that no value system has objective support. But 
Nietzsche knows that this situation is a radical change, the change. Human 
life cannot go on as before. He adds another premise, which is non-rela- 
tivistic: we have an awareness of human greatness. On the basis of this 
awareness our situation looks like Idle supreme crisis: either the superman 
or the last man. Values must be seen as a hnmnn creation. All previous 
values were meant to appear as given, and as such are useless now. Our 
objective knowledge of the lack of objective knowledge teaches us that values 
are creations of men, not of egos but of selves. The alternative to the 
last man is a society of creative individuals. But the question arises: 
ia awareness of greatness part of the natnya of man? 

The problem of the superman. In Zarathustra it ia presented as a doctrine, 
it is called a doctrine. It is not demonstrated, but a free project. By 
free project Nietzsche does not mean arbitrary project: it is meant to be 
based on evident premises. We most ask about the truth of the premises. 

The major premise is that Ood is dead. With his death there comes the danger 
of the collapse of the human into the all-too-human. The alternative is the 
superman. Ood*s death brings crisis: either the greatest degradation or 
the great overcoming. Atheism is man's degradation or elevation, but it can¬ 
not be humanistic. Nietzsche appeals to those who are concerned with human 
greatness but Nietzsche does not prove one should be so concerned. A proof 
is impossible because there is no human nature. Values are creations. 

Creations have raised man. Nietzsche appeals to men who have been raised 
by Western values. Now that God is dead we need the superman. How does 
Nietzsche know? Human greatness demands that man dedicate himself to the 
higher. The primary form of this dedication is the Volk, which is the primary 
moral phenomenon, as distinguished from the natural, universal, rational law. 
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The Volk is pre-Christian. It has its own God. Then cooes Christianity 
See Beyond Good and LVii, aphorism 60. The Biblical notion of b\iman great¬ 
ness surpasses any previous notion. With the created value of love of maniHnd 
the Volk stops being the primary moral phenomenon. One God replaces many 
Gods. But biblical religion leads to the degradation of otherworldliness. 

Its decay leads to the individual f the man who lives by his own values, the 
superman. There will be a this—worldly universalism f loyalty to earth, a 
transfiguration of passions (connection of high and low). Uniqueness is 
more important. The task is to be entirely at home in this world, to be 
loyal to the earth. The political situation to which this was addressed; 
Nietzsche saw very clearly the impossibility of continued nationalism. Man 
must now exercise rule over the whole planet; man——not a given nation-—must 
rule all. From now on there can only be conscious creation. Hather we have 
to say that from now on creation of values will be accompanied by conscious¬ 
ness; only the self creates, not the ego. Man is the creator of values but 
he is not omnipotent. He is always in danger. That is why in Nietzsche 
there is always a mixture of pride and delicacy (in Freud’s terms; the id 
is the meaningless stratum from which ego and superego emerge. The id creates 
the superego, then the ego intervenes). 

Man must become superman, master of the world as his world. Man never had 
this possibility or challenge before. The citizen of the world who contem¬ 
plates is impossible; to say God is dead means to say that truth is dead. 

Nor can one say that the physical world is not dead, so let us have pure 
science. Nietzsche treats this in Twilight of the Idols; the history of an 
error. With the true world we have abolished the apparent world. By this 
Nietzsche means that the apparent world is now the true world. 

To explain this it is necessary to deal with the history of modern science 
and philosophy. First came the distinction between the primary and the sec¬ 
ondary qualities; only primary qualities are considered objective. Then comes 
the discovery that primary qualities are subjective too; the primary is a 
logical construct. We organize sense data. Reality is completely inaccessible. 
The Ding an Sich is unknowable. We live entirely in a subjective world, un¬ 
less we understand knowledge not as perceptive of the given but as construc¬ 
tion. As construction we have the world, the true world, man’s world. But 
if this is so why should the creation of the whole man, the completed man, 
superman. Zf there is to be truth there must be a superman who can say: It’s 
ny world, a man entirely at home in the world as his world. Such a man is 
awake, aware, a philosopher. But this is a new sense of philosophy. 

The truth is a free project. Is this truth about truth a free project? Is 
it, too, a human creation? Or, if man is a rope over an abyss, is not 
the essence of man? Is not then the superman the natural end of man? Nietzsche 
doesn’t mean this. He refers to evolution in the prologue. The movement to¬ 
ward the last man is as natural as the movement toward the overman. Nietzsche's 
project is negatively based on Christianity, but there is no intelligible 
necessity for Christianity. The whole historical process is not teleological, 
but a series of creations. Will there not then be a variety of projects, an 
infinity? No, because all previous projects were not known to be free. Now 
we know the truth about projects, so that points to a final project. In a 
sense this will be the end but there is no necessity to have reached the end. 



Let ns go back to the speeches* The most important one is the last one in 
part 1* We have seen the demand for a universal goal in the speech on 1001 
goals* Nietzsche realizes that there are already such universal goals (most 
obviously Christianity). He now turns to neighbor love. The previous speech 
had already implied the rejection of this by showing that greatness comes 
from antagonism* However v there is this problem: doesn’t universality demand 
universal love? Nietzsche says yes, but not as such love is commonly under¬ 
stood, for this would lead to the last man. The next one doesn't deserve 
love* Love may be a mere means of getting approval, an escape, collective 
selfishness, a mere relation between shadows. These are persuasive empirical 
arguments* A human relationship based on ignorance of one another is for 
Nietzsche a false relationship* True neighbor love requires first that 
one love one's own highest possibility* Transfiguration is made possible by 
the free project* Good self-love is the basis of our love of others* Nietzsche 
has in mind people like those who always rush to visit the sick* We think 
they are saints, but often they never rush to share joys because they want 
to see only misery* Nietzsche draws our emphatic attention to such swindles. 

In this sort of insight he is a very great psychologist* 

Speech 17 * The way of the creator. Not all have the right or the power to 
be a self* Only the true creator has the right to be free, freedom from 
versus freedom for* This speech is the origin of the famous distinction* 
Nietzsche here is the critic of liberalism, which had taken its chances with 
freedom from* In a sense Nietzsche returns to the classical view* Plato 
and Aristotle: there must be freedom for virtue but how can there be free¬ 
dom for vice? The best argument for liberalism, the right to bad free speech, 
is in Milton's Areopagitica. Nietzsche says that not all have the right to 
freedom* What in the basis of the distinction? Did the creator make himself 
a creator or did he find something in himself? Nietzsche seems to have re¬ 
course to nature here* Nietzsche's problem is the restoration of creativity 
and freedom* There is a kind of conscience with a view to self legislation: 
one gives one's self a law* Kant and Rousseau had thought of self-legis¬ 
lation, but the law was universal* Nietzsche drops the universality. 

Consciousness and reason are inferior* To have one's own law is the greatest 
responsibility; there is infinite responsibility accompanied by the possi¬ 
bility of infinite self-contempt* 

Speech 18, on old and young women, is a report in dialogue form on a dialogue. 
Neither in the inner nor the outer dialogue is the initiative with Zarathustra* 
Like some of Plato's dialogues, this is twice-compelled* This ends with the 
now very famous shocker: don't forget the whip* More important is that there 
is a tacit understanding that the creative individual is necessarily the male. 
Previously he had hinted at the progress of women (maybe from love to friend¬ 
ship); here he si .owe the limits of women. He had yet another recourse to 
nature* 

Speech 19 relates an experience of Larathustra's after 18 makes clear he has 
little experience of women. He returns to the general theme of neighbor love; 
now he treats of the love of enemies* For Nietzsche the biblical judgment 
and injunction is not delicate enough* Biblical morality is transcended in 
the direction of greater delicacy* But nobility is not possible for all* 
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Speech 20, or, marriage and child. There seems to be a deliberate mixing 
of the themes of love and sex, which is Nietzsche's way of showing the kin¬ 
ship. Here a new wholeness of man is stressed. Procreation is regarded as 
creation by Nietzsche. To really get away with this would require by him 
a long biological proof and a new eugenic science. Otherwise he is wrong. 

(Question: How is Nietzsche's morality more delicate?) He says don't act 
like a saint especially if you are one. The things formerly included under 
the concept of urbanity are here presented very extremely. 

Nietzsche's points are certainly serious considerations, though 
on the whole it is easier to err on the side of brutality. An omniscient 
God humiliates men by knowing all we feel; in part 4 the ugliest man kills 
God so that he need no longer bear the scrutiny of his ugliness. Pride and 
shame are inextricably bound together. It seems that Nietzsche reverts to 
an inverted Rousseauism. Rousseau stressed pity while Nietzsche mentions 
pride first but ultimately Nietzsche's pride seems a bit sentimental. 

To get back to the speech on child and marriage: a prosaic expression would 
be a eugenic project which could work only if Lysenko were right. 

Speech 21 deals with free death. love of life means willingness to die when 
life is declining. There must be choice even of death. At the proper time 
death is to be chosen, not out of dissatisfaction with the earth but to the 
glory of the highest. The teachers of slow death are those who th-i nic that 
suicide is forbidden. In this speech Jesus comes in. The only proper name 
in the book is Jesus, there are no Greek names. Jesus did not live long 
enough. He did not love life enough and he was not in the desert long enough. 
The ultimate affirmation of life is the free choice of death by suicide when 
the creative powers begin to fade. 

Speech 22 is the last speech of Bart 1. Zarathuatra came to the city to 
find living companions. He found disciples. Now he wants solitude again. 

This speech is definitely a parody on the New Testament. The free death in 
the last speech was the alternative to crucifixion. This is the only sub¬ 
divided speech in Part 1. The three changes of voice that Zarathustra 
are probably parallel to the three metamorphoses of the mind. 

The speech in section 1 identifies the giftgiving virtue as the higxest, 
and identifies this virtue with self-love. The speech is directed, however, 
against a crude hedonism and egoism* Man is not a beast of prey nor a tame 
beast, he is not a beast at all* The giftgiving virtue takes the place of 
charity. It is not a Biblical virtue, but is meant as part of a loyalty to 
earth strength. But anti-Christianity is not the theme of this division. 

There will be a movement from species to super-species. But the superspecies 
will not consist of egoists. Nietzsche does not explain how the superman is 
related to the supersociety. Virtues belong to the self, which is identified 
with the body. Ultimately changes of morality are changes of body. The 
infra-structure is body while the superstructure is spirit. In contrast to 
this the Marxist doctrine seems more rational. Nietzsche’s apparent "ab¬ 
surdity" is connected with his critique of rationality. Knowledge of good 



55 


and evil is :lmpossible because they stem from the body. Intimations, baaed 
on inspired awareness, these are possible. Body is not always elevated, 
but only at moments. There is an elevation and resurrection of the body. 
Creation is the consequence of body changes, changes in the subconscious. 

The scope and limit of moral knowledge are hints, suggestions and symbols. 

The gift-giving virtue is a new virtue, not something belonging to the eternal 
and unchangeable nature of man. In the first division of speech 22 the em¬ 
phasis is on a critique of hedonism and egoismj the critique of Christianity 
is in the background. 

The second division of the speech emphasizes the novelty of the doctrine. 
Before now all virtue was ascetic. Now there is a radical change: man will 
no longer be an experiment. The change is so radical in that now «n error, 
chance and meaninglessness will vanish? here there is a close kinship to 
Marx >..ad other leftist radicals. The future is open to an entirely new ideal. 
The highest individuals will become a chosen people, a self-chosen people. 

This people will not be of supermen yet, but it will be the precondition for 
the superman. Division 2 is almost silent about the gift-giving virtue. 

It is characterized by futurism. The connection with the first division is 
that the gift-giving virtue belongs to the future, and that it is the gift 
of Zarathustra. Now the question arises: is not Zarathustra*s creation the 
final creation? Also note the crucial importance of knowledge: Zarathustra 
is a teacher. How is a teacher compatible with the creativity of the dis¬ 
ciples? 

The third division gives a provisional answer to these questions. Zarathustra 
makes clear v/hat he means by teaching. It is merely an appeal to creativity, 
not to belief. Much of this is definitely a parody of the New Testament. 

For example, see Mathew 10,33; Mark 8 , 38 . There is only an appeal. But 
can there be so indefinite an appeal? Gan there be a simply open future? 

If one speaks of history must one not have an eschatology, a doctrine of the 
end of history? The statement that God is dead is now enlarged to the 
statement that all Gods are dead. When all have found the self there will be 
a great noon. It will not be the arrival of the superman but the moment when 
the community can will the superman. It is a great noon of knowledge. 

This must be compared to Hegel. According to Hegel the historical process is 
completed. There is an absolute moment. The highpoint of knowledge coincides 
with the high—point of society; Hegel coincides with Napoleon. In this way 
Hegel avoids the pitfalls of relativism. Let us now consider Nietzsche's 
great an t a g onist Marx and Hegel: He says that in Hegel the philosopher comes 
after all has been done and merely interprets, and that for Hegel there has 
been history but now there won't be. Against this Marx asserts an open 
future. But the essential character of the future is known: complete free¬ 
dom and the abolition of exploitation. For Marx there are two absolute 
moments. Marx stands at one of them, when the decisive knowledge becomes 
available. The second absolute moment is the moment of realization and the 
establishment of freedom. 

Nietzsche also has two absolute moments. The first is the high noon of the 
peak of knowledge. The second is the coming of the superman, Nietzsche's 
equivalent to Marx's perfect society. But there is this difference: there 
is no necessity for the superrnah. The last man is equally possible. The 
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second difference is that from noon there is a movement to evening and a 
new morning. The world of the superman is followed by a night followed by 
another morning. What does Nietzsche have in mind here? Look at Marxism: 
you get freedom. It lasts forever. But not quite. The world will end 5 we 
must believe this according to natural science. Marxists don’t bother 
with this because it is millions of years away, but the length of our stay 
is philosophically uninteresting. Nietzsche faces this problem philosoph¬ 
ically. There is an infinity of historical processes. His term for this: 
Eternal Return. For Marx and Hegel there is only one, unique historical 
process. On the biblical basis there is nothing to say against this. But 
when you deny the Bible, with what right does one insist on the uniqueness 
of this historical process, why should there be just one process? The 
eternal return is the peak of Nietzsche’s teaching, but his motives for it 
are very hard to discern. A low level explanation is that there can be no 
need for uniqueness. It is, however, no objection to say that there is no 
empirical evidence for the eternal return, by its very terms there could 
not be. But if the realm of Marxist freedom or Nietzschean superman comes 
to an end is there not a new victory of chance and nonsense over man's mean¬ 
ing giving will? Gan this victory of chance and nonsense following the 
superman be understood as a victory of the human will? Nietzsche tried to 
answer affirmatively. 

At the end of Part 1, Nietzsche bears witness to the need for finality. 

One must take a stand somewhere- —the stand. Progress!vism does not work. 

In the case of historicism there is the assertion that all thought is histor¬ 
ical, but this is meant as a final insight. Marxism presents itself as the 
final teaching. In Nietzsche the self/ego distinction is meant to be final. 

We have become used to distrusting any kind of finality. This is because 
of the status and progress of science. Newton was once final; today we think 
there is no final word. We think that what is true of natural science must 
be true of all knowledge. The difficulty of this appears, however, even in 
natural science. The method and its amending process is the finality. Fin¬ 
ality could only be avoided if the finality is in the questions. In some 
way Plato saw this. 

Question: What is the eternal return? It was a common doctrine in antiquity. 
One way of seeing the world is as permanent. Within this permanence there 
is impermanence, in which history resides. This was the view of Plato and 
Aristotle. They spoke of cataclysms on earth which destroy civilization. 

There is fundamentally the same development, from tribe to city to cataclysm. 

An alternative view is that the visible universe came into being and will 
perish again. They had no notion of the Biblical God; they thought the process 
would recur. They spoke of the great era; they had a relatively short time 
in mind, like 36000 years. Of those who thought the process would recur some 
thought it will recur identically. Nietzsche adopted this version. 

The eternal return appears to Nietzsche as a moral postulate, not a cosmo¬ 
logical doctrine. When man had God all was thought of as infinitely important. 
When God dies levity must follow. If man is to remain capable of high effort 
there must be a substitute for God. Th:t substitute is the eternal return. 

All will happen again; what I do now will recur infinitely. It is a moral 
postulate; live so that you can will your entire life to recur infinitely. 

But Nietzsche was no mere moralist; he was a philosopher so this became a 



philosophical problem* lie acksi how can we assume the uniqueness of the 
historical process? As a philosophical problem this is absolutely crucial, 
and it is to Nietzsche*s credit that he faced what Marx simply seemed to 
overlook* The relation of the eternal return as a moral postulate to 
the eternal return as a cosmological doctrine is very dark in Nietzsche* 

The eternal return also faces another problem* Modernity speaks of the con¬ 
quest of nature. Man will become the master of all. Perfect mastery means 
that all can be molded, even man himself* Human nature: what does it mean 
now? Where do we draw the line? How long will human life be prolonged? 
Nobody can say. On what philosophical grounds can one reject the possibility 
of man’s immortality? What about the difference between the sexes? Nobody 
knows how far we can go* Lasswell’s very lack of sobriety is instructive in 
this respect; he speaks of fantastic things. For him the problem of the 
future is a society of geniuses and its relation to robots. Since the robots 
will walk and talk, must we give them human rights? The differences between 
men and machines disappear. Ridicule of Lasswell is theoretically not good 
enough. If nature is moldable there are no assignable limits. Now one can 
say to this: fine, all our troubles will vanish. The trouble is that the 
direction of the advance cannot be predicted. For a denial of the nature 
of man means a denial of the legitimately objective goals. Lasswell*s suc¬ 
cessors may be beasts. Nietzsche would not say fine. He realized that one 
must have recourse to nature. He wanted Inequality and the two sexes to re¬ 
main and therefore a recourse to nature is indispensable. But how is this 
possible given the infinite power of the human will? He also asserts the 
infinity of will. His fantastic way out seems to be to postulate nature t 
which then gives man limits. But if it is postulated it is not nature. 

The eternal return is not a noble lie. Nietzsche says if you have a dangerous 
truth in your hand* then open your hand. Nietzsche had no notion of the 
noble lie. His way of writing is not because of social responsibility. One 
can’t consider Nietzsche insane because of the fantastic nature of his teach¬ 
ing. It may well be that parts of Zarathustra are the extreme in idio¬ 
syncrasy. ait he was the first to see what relativism really means* 

The section on old and young women should be compared to the Symposium. 

Nietzsche's difficulty with objective truth. If there is objective truth 
then dualism becomes necessary. Nietzsche's formula for this is: pure mind 
grasps the pure truth. There is something in this formulation. But if the 
pure mind grasps the pure truth then one gets asceticism. Then poetry which 
is sub-intellectual* goes to a lower rank* Nietzsche's concern is with a 
notion of truth which does not split man into high and low. 

Nietzsche's influence today is enormous. He is the father of all those who 
think of art as the supplement to science. He once formulated his attempt 
as looking at science from the viewpoint of art and at art from the view¬ 
point of life. Art is conceived of today as the highest, even social scien¬ 
tists say this. But art is necessarily individual. A novel by Tolstoy is 
not a novel by Stendhal. In other words: the truth is radically subjective. 



Ortega y Gasset, Spenglir, all those who speak of the modern crisis are 
the pupil 3 of Nietzsche,. Nietzsche is great enough as a thinker so that his 
very difficulties are illuminating* 

For Nietzsche the knowledge of the truth is the knowledge of something very 
elusive. In any matter of consequence there can’t be clear and distinct 
knowledge. The truth is so elusive that even the biblical God is not suf¬ 
ficient to express it* 

April 1$ 

As you know, social science is based on psychology and ultimately on biology. 
These sciences present themselves as objective sciences. They are in part, 
as such, atheistic sciences. Man is understood by them as the unintended 
product of evolution. Man is the unintended product of a process and con¬ 
trolled by a variety of factors. 

Nietzsche seems frequently to merely adopt these views, but his emphasis 
is on the atheism, that is to say an awareness of the infinite significance 
and consequence of this fact. The modern, liberal, social scientist would 
not take this fact too seriously. He would say that he is only an agnostic. 
The consequence of atheism, as Nietzsche understands it, is the decay of 
biblical religion, and is bound to lead to the decay of biblical morality. 

Now, we speak of a certain decency in Western society, and quite rightly. 

This decency would reveal itself as a mellowed Christianity. Now, this 
decency has lost its basis by abandoning the faith on which it was origin¬ 
ally based and therefore it is in the process of corrosion. Think of such 
an external phenomenon as the beatniks. For some generations the belief in 
God had found a substitute in the belief in progress, a heaven on earth. This 
belief in progress had lost its convincing power through two world wars and 
the spread of communism which is constitutionally unable to act on the 
humanitarian principles on which it is based. The social scientist meets 
these phenomena in the more remote content. He makes objective studies of 
juvenile delinquency and he does it on the assumption that juvenile de¬ 
linquency is something undesirable. He cannot do this job imposed on him 
by the society to which he belongs without going into an analysis of the con¬ 
ditions of juvenile delinquency which means ultimately the overall character 
of our present society and its trend and proclivities. If he wants to do his 
duty he oust consider Nietzsche’s analysis, since that analysis is based on 
the same principles as his own science, namely atheism, and he must look out 
for a remedy. Otherwise he merely fiddles while Home burns. 

Nietzsche seems to have seen through the moral substance which is still left 
and thus he seeks for a new idea based on the new fundamental premise that 
God is dead. lie believes that there is not only a danger to maw of pre¬ 
viously unknown dimensions, but at the same time an opportunity never known 
before. Man may become superhuman—the superman. But, what Nietzsche says 
about this superman or about the gods, is not according to him knowledge. 

That is to say demonstrative or communicable knowledge. As such, his method 
seems to be inferior to what social science, psychology and biology think. 
Science views with contempt Nietzsche’s unscientific thesis. Nietzsche here 
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turns tue table* Is this science what it claims to be, is it objective 
knowledge, or is this science not itself motivated by a moral idea, by 
specific moral taste? As we night say today, is it a mere accident that 
iwst social scientists today are "liberal"? Is tliis liberalism not built 
in somehow without the scientist being aware of it somehow? These sciences, 
however, present themselves as the outcome of a rational study of man* What 
they teach can be shown to be true to every human being, regardless of h-ia 
origin, the only requirement being that he has acquired the necessary scien¬ 
tific training. But, Nietzsche contends, how do we know that the rational 
study of man —granted for a moment that this is the rational study of man— 
is not essentially blind to the best in man* Here Nietzsche takes up an 
issue which existed in the beginning of modern science and was classically 
formulated by Pascal by making the distinction between the spirit of geometry 
and the esprit de finesse—the spirit of subtlety. In other words, is the 
spirit of the mathematical sciences not constitutionally unable to under¬ 
stand the human as human, do we, therefore, not need another spirit? Even 
in ordinary social science we hear sometimes of a given social scientist 
that he is "perceptive." This trait is not accounted for by any notions of 
the exactness of the social sciences* 

Nietzsche goes beyond this: He says there is no objective knowledge. All 
knowledge rests on hypothetical suppositions* If all knowledge rests on 
hypothetical presuppositions, all knowledge is ultimately hypothetical* Then 
the question arises what is the value of these hypotheses as opposed to other 
hypotheses? According to the popular view, the value of these hypotheses 
has to be judged in terms of their enabling men to predict, with a view of 
achieving control of things and of men* Nietzsche raises the question: why 
is this the criterion? This is a mere dogmatic assumption* Why must the 
basic hypotheses not rather be judged in terms of what the hypotheses do to 
the highest in man, not to man’s controlling man. As Nietzsche put it: he 
looks at science from the perspective of art, and at art from the perspective 
of life* This is a value judgment, to use the common phrase. But, is the 
view of science as predictive not also a value judgment? To say nothing at 
all about the proposition that man needs science for his survival in the age 
of the nuclear bomb has lost all credibility* Man can survive much better 
without science* 

We see, then, that social science is not in a position to oppose Nietzsche, 
because he is infinitely superior to social science in his awareness of what 
the problems are* This does not mean, of course, that Nietzsche’s teaching 
is the true teaching* He may be perfectly right by saying that social 
science does not supply us with objective knowledge, but are we not in need 
of genuine knowledge? Is not his denial of the possibility of objective 
knowledge bound up with his denial of the essential difference between men 
and brutes? Because to say that there is an essential difference between men 
and brutes is, in fact, to say that man is a rational animal and, therefore, 
a being which finds its perfection in knowledge, in objective knowledge. 

Did not Nietzsche himself make too many concessions to Darwin? At any rate, 
after he has defeated his contenqporariea, he must tackle earlier sources, 
especially Plato and Aristotle* In the £arathustra he does this in the sec¬ 
ond part* But we have already found a clear reference to the issue in the 
speech On the Chairs of Virtue, in Part I, where he caricatures traditional 
moral doctrine by the assertion that according to that doctrine the end of 
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virtue is sleep. \Ihat Nietzsche has in mind is an understanding of virtue 
as something like peace of mind or moderation—quiet contemplation. Nietzsche 
opposes this in the name of creativity which presupposes the very opposite 
of peace of mind, namely, chaos. 

Now we turn to the second part of the Zarathustra, the first speech is 
called "The Child with the Mirror." You remember the symbol of the child 
from the first speech in the first part: The camel, the lion, and the 
child. -Even now Zarathustra is not yet a child, he is distinguished from a 
child. Zarathustra descends again to men. But no longer to the people, as 
in the initial speech when he addressed the people, nor to all, but those 
whom he loves. Yet, according to his notion of friendship, they may well 
prove his enemies. The child tells Zarathustra to look in the mirror. 
Zarathustra himself does not look into the mirror. But looking in the mirror 
at the request of the child, he sees the devil*s grimace: the image 

of what his enemies have made of his doctrine. His descent is due entirely 
to love not to need. Like a god he possesses only wealth and no poverty. 

The six following speeches are polemic—they deal again with the contemporary 
forms of badness. 

The second speech "Upon the blessed Isles" where his friends lived. This 
speech prestates Zarathustra 1 s thesis: It is afternoon, autumn, harvest 
time. You remember the reference to the noon, the peak of knowledge, at 
the end of the first part. Zarathustra does not say now that god is dead, 
as he had said before. He says God is a supposition, conjecture. He can 
never be more than a conjecture, a mere possibility—an empty possibility— 
he can never be known, fully known by man; he can never become thinkable 
in the full sense. What is to be true must be the work of the whole man, 
otherwise it remains a ghost which saps man's creativity, for it implies 
that there is a fixed limit to his creativity. 

God is a conjecture; but I desire that your conjectures should be limited 
by what is thinkable. Could you think a god? But this is what the will 
to truth should mean to you: that everything be changed into what is 
thinkable for man, visible for man, feelable by man. You should think 
through your own senses to their consequences. 

And what you have called world, that shall be created only by you: 
your reason, your image, your will, your love shall thus be realized. 

And verily, for your own bliss, you lovers of knowledge. 

And he* would you bear life without this hope, you lovers of knowledge? 
You coula not have been born either into the incomprehensible or into the 
irrational. 

But let me reveal my heart to you entirely, my friends: if there were 
gods, how could I endure not to bo a godI Hence there are no gods. 

Though I drew this conclusion, now it draws me. 

This seems to be a particularly blasphemous and absurd statement. Nietzsche 
disdains to give any justification for this statement. Let me explain the 
background: In the Platonic dialogue Luthyphro, the problem of piety is 
discussed. Piety in the popular opinion appears to be doing what the gods 
tell men to do. Yet there is also another notion of piety, according to 
which piety consists in loving God, following God, walking in his way. 
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imitating Him, becoming like God and the last conclusion would be becoming 
a Goda We can very well raise the question: Is this not absurd, isn't 
man mortal, perishable, changeable and God unmoved and imperishable? Let 
us read the sequel: 

God is a conjecture; but who could drain all the agony of this conjecture 
without dying? Shall his faith be taken away from the creator, and from 
the eagle, hi3 soaring to eagle heights? 

God is a thought that laakes crooked all that is straight, and makes 
turn whatever stands, IIow? Should time be gone, and all that is im¬ 
permanent a mere lie? To think this is a dizzy whirl for human bones, and 
a vomit for the stomach; verily, I call it the turning sickness to con¬ 
jecture thus. Evil I call it, and misanthropic—all this teaching of the 
One and the Plenum and the Unmoved and the Sated and the Permanent. All 
the permanent—that is only a parable. And the poets lie too much. 

It is of time and becoming that the best parables should speak: let 
them be a praise and a justification of all impermanence. 

Nietzsche rejects the very notion of the unmoved and imperishable as an ut¬ 
terly incredible conjecture in the name of time and becoming, change perish¬ 
ing, suffering. These are the conditions of creativity. The alternative, 
that there are determinate natures, that there is a good life according to 
nature and not as a free project is rejected in accordance with the general 
modern tenets. Think of the well known fact that it is now impossible to 
speak of tlie fine arts as imitative arts, it is a matter of course that they 
are understood as noetic. All these things are implied; Nietzsche only draws 
the last conclusion: there cannot be anything beyond time and beyond becoming. 
That is the ultimate reason why there cannot be a God. 

There is a further reference in the sequel on page 199, par. 5: 

Whatever in me has feeling, suffers and is in prison; but my will always 
comes to me as my liberator and joy-bringer. Willing liberates: that 
is the true teaching of will and liberty—thus Zarathustra teaches it. 

"The way in which man is affected ..." what is imposed, that is sheer 
sufferi~'»o Only will liberates. What does this imply? Ultimately something 
like th 'll nature what is imposed on us, what is given us, and this must 

be opp the will. The will alone can free man. lou remember the 

passagv *e end of the first part, the contrast of charms and senselessness, 
meaning a_ci sense come into being only by virtue of man's giving meaning to 
that which is in itself merely accidental and senseless. There is a given, 
otherwise there would be nothing on which to imprint sense, but which mean¬ 
ing it has depends entirely on the will. 

Willing no more and esteeming no more and creating no more—oh, that this 
great weariness might always remain far from me I In knowledge too I 
feel only my will's joy in begetting and becoming; and if there is inno¬ 
cence in my knowledge, it is because the will to beget is in it. Away 
from God and gods this will has lured me; what could one create if gods 
existed? 



In other words* if there were superhuman oeings it would be the end of 
creativity. What is given is the object of knowledge, but all is either 
a mere fact as mere given, or else it is seen in the light of the will. 

But is not the former, ‘ he merely given, the mere fact, not true knowledge, 
pure knowledge? Nietzsche says no. The given cannot be understood as 
the object of pure knowledge, but only as connected with the tired will. 
There is no ethically neutral knowledge. The knowledge of the given must 
be interpreted and to abandon interpretation is also an interpretation. 

We shall see that this cannot be simply maintained but is nevertheless 
important. 

The nest speech "Of Pity." This is connected with the preceding speech 
by the proposition of the traditional belief in God as infinite love, the 
all-seeing God. Given the imperfection of man, this infinite love must 
turn into infinite pity and therewith, according to Nietzsche, into the 
destruction of God as the most perfect being because of the destructive 
character of pitying. In this speech Zarathustra turns into the knower 
in his relation to other men who are not knowers and he says he is related 
to other men as men are to brutes. This is an old story. But Nietzsche 
understands this relation of the knower to the not—knower in a radically 
different way. 

My friends, a gibe was related to your friend: 'Look at Zarathustra! 

Does he not walk among us as if we were animals?' 

But it wore better said: 'He who has knowledge walks among men as 
among animals.* 

To him who has knowledge, man himself is 'the animal with red cheeks.* 
How did this come about? Is it not because man has had to be ashamed too 
often? 0 my friends2 Thus speaks he who has knowledge: shame, shame, 
shame—-that is the h: story of man. 

Man has become man by shame; this was already discussed in the beginning in 
the Prolog. Man has become man from the ape or worm or whatever it may be 
and he is ashamed of this origin, by suffering from this origin. Shore is, 
then, an inseparable connection between suffering and elevation and 
leads to the further consequence throughout the work, the idea of the abo¬ 
lition of suffering is Identical with the idea of the abolition of any pos¬ 
sible human greatness. 

Let us contrast Nietzsche's view with the common view: There is such an 
idea as moral progress. Man raises himself above the brutes. He asserts 
eventually that there is an essential difference between men and brutes and 
that his origin is different from that of brutes. This assertion is due to 
h um a n pride. There is a view that modern science is an attack on human 
pride. First, with Copernicus the earth becomes an insignificant planet, it 
is no longer the center, then Darwin. Therefore, there is a rather common 
view that man's humanity is merely disguised brutality. One cannot speak of 
man's being higher than the brutes. The practical consequence is, as was in¬ 
dicated in the beginning, the last man. Nietzsche, in a way, accepts 
notion of the history of man, but he interprets it radically differently. 

He says that humanity is modified brutality, it is not disguised but trans¬ 
figured brutality. Man can be proud and should be proud, but he knows his 
lowly origin. Ilis pride is 0 therefore, only the reverse side of his shame. 



Nietzsche agrees with Darwin,i.e., the modern notion of the origin of man, 
but he disagrees with him as to the cause of evolution. Nietzsche sees 
this cause in creativity. His expression for that is, as we shall see 
later* the will to power. From this point of view we have simply two dif¬ 
ferent theories of evolution* namely, the Darwinian or mechanical and the 
creative evolution, as it was called by one of Nietzsche*s many pupils—— 

Bergson. But this would be misleading. Nietzsche*s doctrine is not theo¬ 
retical as Bergson’s tends to be. Nietzsche implies: Is creativity theo¬ 
retically knowable? If not, and that is Nietzsche's contention, an 
ethically neutral knowledge of the fact of evolution is essentially in¬ 
complete and must be interpreted. The interpretation depends on the human 
experience, the self-experience, of the interpreter. In other words, the 
Darwinian interpretation is only a reflection of Darwin's understanding of 
man as a competing animal. In other words, you can establish that there is 
a history of the species in general, but this is hopelessly incomplete and 
can never be made complete by any progress of science, it must be inter¬ 
preted. But this interpretation is necessarily ethically different, not 
ethically neutral. Nietzsche makes here a very important distinction be¬ 
tween the knower and the noble man. The noble man is not identical with 
the knower. Knowledge is here presented as ethically neutral. It is a 
fact that man has become man by overcoming or repression, or concealment. 

Fi*om this point of view knowledge is debunking. Nietzsche says no, knowledge 
is not essentially debunking. Debunking is a certain interpretation, it is a 
certain view of knowledge for destruction or degrading. This use is no longer 
essential to knowledge. Debunking has its root in the debasement of the 
knower. Hie same knowledge can be used nobly, insofar as he understands fchi.<=» 
chain as a concealment of defect, of the shameful part of our being—la partie 
honteuae——and this shame is suffering or based on suffering. One can respect 
that suffering as a condition of the mind. One can have shame of shame out of 
respect for the highest, the aspiration which drives to overcome it. 

Shame, and this is the immediate subject of the speech, must take the place of 
pity. Pity is here understood as attentiveness to other men's suffering, weak¬ 
ness and degradation. This concern with the suffering of others is really de¬ 
grading. This theme is developed throughout this speech. Shame is respect 
for the pride of others, its root is, therefore, one's own pride. Pity has 
nothing to do with pride. Now let us turn to page 201, par. 2. 

Great indebtedness does not make men grateful, but vengeful; and if a little 
charity is not forgotten, it turns into a gnawing worm. 

"Be reserved in accepting! Distinguish by accepting!" Thus I advise 
those who have nothing to give. 

But I am a giver of gifts* I like to give, as a friend to friends. 
Strangers, however, and the poor may themselves pluck the fruit from my tree: 
that will cause them less shame. 

But beggars should be abolished entirely! Verily, it is annoying to 
give to them and it is annoying not to give to them. 

These remarks of Nietzsche remind somehow of what is called the French moralists- 
Rochefaucauld and others. The noble soul can be grateful, grateful and not 
vengeful of nts low origin. One could, of course, raise the question which 
we discussed last time, why can there not be a much greater robustness regard¬ 
ing the unreasonable sensitivity of oneself toward others? There are beggars 
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who are proud men. In other words, why not an urbane irony rather than 
delicate respect for-all-kinds of beings. In al 1 these points Nietzsche is 
a kind of inverted Rousseau and one can perhaps state this more precisely by 
reverting to certain well-known doctrines of Rousseau on the one hand and 
Nietzsche on the other. When compairing Nietzsche and Rousseau it seems at 
first that Nietzsche is more virile than Rousseau, but this is not necessarily 
so. Consider the ideal of the citizen of Geneva. Now, what is Rousseau's 
scheme? Rousseau says there are two fundamental desires: One for self-pre¬ 
servation which he calls amour de soi, love of oneself. This is good and 
natural. However, it can degenerate and does 'degenerate into what he calls 
amour propre—vanity; and vanity is the root of all evil, our concern with 
what others think of us. Therefore, all opposition to innate qualities has 
to do with vanity. The natural view is somehow the acceptance of natural 
equality at this point. 

Rousseau asserts that pity belongs to the natural man; the man not corrupted 
by society is selfish, he is concerned with self preservation. But only with 
his self preservation not what others think about him. His relation to others 
is that of pity. This scheme which is accepted by Nietzsche informally but 
changed in substance. Nietzsche puts on the positive side pride and shame, 
in other words that which Rousseau had called amour propre. Nietzsche replaces 
the whole concept of self love, the concern with self preservation, with the 
will to power, the will to overcome it, the will to superiority. Nietzsche's 
primary distinction is not between self-love and vanity but between the healthy 
will to power and the sick or poor will to power. Let us read on page 201, par. 7 

Worst of all, however, are petty thoughts. Verily, even evil deeds are bet¬ 
ter than petty thoughts. 

To be sure, you say: "The pleasure in a lot of petty nastiness saves us frc 
many a big evil deed." But here one should not wish to save. 

An evil deed is like a boil: it itches and irritates and breaks open—it 
. speaks honestly.. "Behold, I am disease"—thus speaks the evil deed; that is 
. its honesty. 

But a petty thought is like a fungus: it creeps and stoops and does not 
. want to be anywhere—until the whole body is rotten and withered with little 
fungi. ■ 

Nietzsche speaks of the fungus growth. We all know that many people are made 
sick by petty thoughts and ought to speak up and perhaps even act up. But is 
this universal? One can't' forget that for some the acting out leads to murder. 
Nietzsche's emphasis on sincerity has contributed to the modern sincerity-fetish. 

The next speech is "On Priests.", You see the connection: Atheism, pity, aid 
in the present-day form of Christian morality is embodied in the priest. We 
will read the first two paragraphs on page 205 . 

But blood is the worst witness of truth; blood poisons even the purest doc¬ 
trine and turns it into delusion and hatred of the heart. And if a man goes 
through fire for his doctrine—what does that prove? Verily, it is more if 
. your own doctrine comes out of your own fire. 

A sultry heart and a cold head: where these, two meet there arises the 
roaring wind, the "Redeemer." 



Nietzsche here brings np a broader problem, There is sui aphorism in 
Beyond Good and Evil* No. 87 , which expresses what Nietzsche says here 
perhaps more clearly? " 


This formulation is* I thank* clear: You cannot have both* a free heart and 
a free mind % contrary to the liberal view. If you have a free heart, the 
heart is in control of the mind. You can also have a free mind* but then you 
must keep your heart under control. This is Nietzsche’s solution which re¬ 
minds* I think* of the classical view. What Nietzsche means by a cold head 
is this: no intellectual passion* no passionate concern with knowledge* with 
one’s own problems—^therwise it would not be passionate since they are not 
your problems—with one’s own problems as problems. 

2 refer to the next speech “On the Virtuous.” Let us read on page 208* 
oar. 6-7. The main thing is the notion of the rewards of virtue must be 
c .u.pletely dismissed. Even the statement that virtue is its own reward is 
still too low because it brings in the very notion of reward. 

Oh, my friends* that your self be in your deed as the mother is in her 
child-let that be your word concerning virtue? 

Verily* I may have taken a hundred words from you and the dearest toys of 
your virtue, and now you are angry with me, as children are angry. They 
played by the sea, and a wave came and carried off their toy to the depths: 
now they are crying. But the same wave shall bring them new toys and 
shower new colorful shells before them. Thus they will be comforted; and 
like them, you too, my friends, shall have your comfortinga—and new col¬ 
orful shells. 

Thus spoke Zarathustra. 

Nietzsche has debunked the traditional notions of virtue. All virtues are 
toys, which means the greatest seriousness which is indicated by the word 
virtue. We must not forget that the virtuous man is called by the Greeks 
the serious man and, I think* this is still true today. What Nietzsche says 
is that this greatest seriousness of man is inseparable from the greatest 
lightness. Hence* no notion of reward. This is true of all virtues* at all 
times if they were virtues. But the new virtues are not artifacts but they 
stem from the ocean and preserve the sounds of the ocean. They are "natural.” 
They are natural in a way in which the traditional virtues are not natural. 

I go on to the next speech "On the Rabble.” 

The opposite of the traditional virtues—'the traditionally virtuous men— 
the good and the best, are the vicious. The opposite of the virtuous in 
Nietzsche’s sense are the rabble. You see here the political* anti-demo- 
sratie implication which is surely there. By the way* the term rabble was 
also used by such good democrats as Thomas Jefferson as you may remember. 

Now* what is the rabble? People without a sense of honor and without clean¬ 
liness. Here* Nietzsche expresses again the infinite suffering. But this 
must be rightly understood. It is not a mere idiosyncracy of Nietzsche. 
Infinite suffering is only the other side of the infinite pride* the infinite 
delicacy. This is connected with the fact that Nietzsche seems to visualize 
man’s infinite possibilities. 

Letter . A letter is an unannounced visit; the mailman* the mediator of 
impolite incursions. One ought to have one hour in every eight days for 
receiving letters* and then take a bath. 



How exaggerated. How superior is the older view that we must be good cit¬ 
izens in the city of (Sod, and that city requires that all kinds of people 
are members—-poisonous snakes, skunks. Of course it is wise to avoid the 
poisonous snakes and the skunks. 

We now come a bit closer to the whole political problem in the next speech 
"On the Tarantulas." The tarantulas are the preachers of equality. Their 
motivation is resentment, revenge. Their speeches of justice only conceal 
their revenge. From Nietzsche*a point of view there exists an essential 
connection between the egalitarianism of modern times and the Biblical be- 
lief in God. Nietzsche was, of course, not the first to say this. You 
remember Tocqueville in Democracy in America makes this contention. Nietzsche 
turns it around. Now let us turn to page 212, par. 4. 

They are like enthusiasts, yet it is not the heart that fires them—but 
revenge. And when they become elegant and cold, it is not the spirit but 
envy that makes them elegant and cold. Their jealousy leads them even on 
the paths of thinkers; and this is the sign of their jealousy: they always 
go too far, till their weariness must in the end lie down to sleep in the 
snow. 


This is a very sensible statement, but the question is whether this extremism 
is not also characteristic of the counter tarantula—Nietzsche. Let us turn 
to page 142 (cor. 213). 

I do not wish to be mixed up and confused with these preachers of equality. 
For, to me justice speaks thus* "Men are not equal.” Nor shall they be¬ 
come squat! //hat would ray love of the overman be if I spoke otherwise? 


Life wants to build itself up into the heights with pillars and steps; it 
wants to look into vast distances and out toward stirring beauties: there¬ 
fore it requires height. And because it requires height, it requires steps 
and contradiction among the steps and the climbers. Life wants to climb 
and to overcome itself climbing. 

Here the argument against equality is sketched. The love of the superman im¬ 
plies a radical anti-egalitarianism. There are two different reasons which 
we must distinguish. If we want the highest development of the individual 
we demand inequality in the sense of dissimilarity, known in the general dis¬ 
cussions of 'oday as pluraliem. For Nietzsche, inequality is the condition 
for any high achievement. One can argue as follows: Originally the demand 
for equality meant the equality of the citizen as citizen which means that 
certain conditions must be fulfiled so that the citizens can be equal citi¬ 
zens. This has radically been changed already in Nietzsche*s time and even 
more so today. Today, egalitarianism implies the equality of cultures. 

The old European equalitarian doctrines implied somehow a fundamental superior¬ 
ity of i&srope, not that this could not also be acquired by non—Europeans, 
but it so happens that Europe was the place where the egalitarian view, the 
democratic idea, was developed. Today the equality of all cultures is de¬ 
manded. But one cannot leave it at that. To be logical one would have to 
say equality not only in space but also in time. The equality of all genera¬ 
tions. Here you see immediately the contradiction between equality 
progress. If you want progress you cannot simply be egalitarian. But this 
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ia only one point. The other point can be stated as follows: If there is 
need for height there is need for low. One could say there is enough around 
us which is lower than man and,, therefore, there is no need for low human 
beings. I read you aphorism 257 in Beyond Good and Evil. 

Every heightening of the type "man" hitherto has been the work of an aristo¬ 
cratic society—and thus it will always be; a society which believes in a 
long ladder of rank order and value differences in men, which needs slavery 
in some sense. Without the pathos of distance sis it grows out of the deep- 
seated differences of caste, out of the constant view, the downward view, that 
the ruling caste gets of its subordinates and tools, out of its equally con¬ 
stant exercise in obeying and commanding, in keeping apart and keeping a dis¬ 
tance—without this pathos of distance there could not grow that other more 
mysterious pathos, that longing for ever greater distances within the soul 
itself, the evolving of ever higher, rarer, more spacious, more widely arched, 
more comprehensive states—in short: the heightening of the type "man," the 
continued "3clf—mastery of man," to take a moral formula in a supra-moral 
sense. To be sure, we must not yield to humanitarian self-deception about the 
history of the origins of an aristocratic society (in other words, the pre¬ 
suppositions for the heightening of the type "man"): the truth is hard. 


The ultimate reason is indicated toward the end by the formula that life is 
will to power, i.e., will to superiority. This theme will be taken up later, 
but in a way this is the crucial problem for Nietzsche. If you remember 
what we discussed last time: a society of men free and equal, made possible 
by the conquest of nature; there is no longer any need for any human being 
to do the low chores and others leading a life of leisure. It is now possible 
for all men to do this. One can say that this is really a demand for justice 
if there is plenty. Why should not everything be made accessible to everyone, 
provided he h as the desire and the ability? 

However, Niet z sche's vision is the opposite of Marx’s vision. In the next 
speech he turns to the philosopher. He proceeds in the following way: 

First he speaks of the famous pagans, then there follow three songs: the 
night song, the dancing song, and the tomb song; and thereafter of self-over¬ 
coming. Now let us first see what Nietzsche's criticism of traditional phi¬ 
losophy is. 

You have served the people and the superstition of the people, all you fam¬ 
ous wise men—and not truth. And that is precisely why you were accorded 
respect. And that is also why your lack of faith was tolerated: it was a 
joke and a circuitous route to the people. Thus the master lets his slaves 
have their way and is even amused by their pranks. 

But the free spirit, the enemy of fetters, the non-adorer who dwells 
in the woods, is as hateful to the people as a wolf to dogs. To hound him 
out of his lair—that is what the people have ever called "a sense of dec¬ 
ency"; and against him the people still set their fiercest dogs. 

Truth is there: after all, the people are there! Let those who seek 
beware!"—these words have echoed through the ages. You wanted to prove 
your people right in their reverence: that is what you called "will to 
truth," you famous wise men. 
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I believe you are all familiar with this opinion—it is now the content of 
every ordinary textbook in the history of political or social thought, oal" 
not so forcefully expressed. What do you hear? Shat all those famous doc¬ 
trines are merely the selection or articulation of the opinions prevailing at 
the time. She traditional philosopher was part of his time and part of Mg 
people. The traditional philosopher finds reasons for what the society ac¬ 
cepts. 'ggfcqpnsx fou may note here a literary reference which is revealing. 
He distinguishes the famous sages from the free minds and he compares them to 
wolves as distinguished from dogs. 

(tape change) 


And verily, you famous wise men, you servants of the people, you yourselves 
have grown with the spirit and virtue of the people—and the people through 
you. In your honor I say this. 

In other words, he means that. Vi/hen he says that values are mere ideologies, 
yet they fulfil a salutary function. 

But even in your virtues you remain for me part of the people, the dumb- 
eyed people—the people, who do not know what spirit is. 

Spirit :is the life that itself cuts into life: with its own agony it 
increases its own knowledge. Did you know that? 

And the happiness of the spirit is this: to be anointed and through tears 
to be consecrated as a sacrificial animal. Did you know that? 

And the blindness of the blind and their seeking and groping shall yet 
bear witness to the power of the sun, into which they have looked. Did you 
know that? 

And the lover of knowledge shall learn to build with mountains. It means 
little that the spirit moves mountains. Did you know that? 

Now, the people is characterized by ignorance of the spirit. Spirit here mean® 
also miad. One could say the people are ignorant of intellectuality. Now. 
spirit or mind is like turning against life. The famous sages were life which 
did not turn a ga i ns t life* Now, what does that mean, life tu rning against life? 
Especially when you think of the praise of those wolves, the sophists. Life 
turning against life means primarily a passionate critique of life in the name 
of a higher form of life. Spirit or mind is not rationality according to 
Nietzsche, but inspiration. Something in man, out of man, coming over man. 

There Is an aphorism in Beyond Good and Evil to which I want to refer, #211, 
which is a commentary on Nietzsche's criticism of traditional philosophy. 


The answers are obvious. There are a few more passages on page 216: 

You know only the spark of the spirit, but you do not see the anvil it 
is, nor the cruelty of its hammer. 

Verily, you do not know the pride of the spirits But even less would you 
endure the rnoesty of the spirit, if ever it would speak. 



In other words the same spirit which is so proud and places such a hig h 
demand on itself, is also much more modest, than the spirit of traditional 
wisdom* Can you understand that? Well, all these famous sages said: "I 
teach the truth*" Surely, this is not modest, and Nietzsche says they did 
not know that they taught only the "closed truth." In the sequel he develops 
the theme that the traditional philosophers are lukewarm, neither hot nor 
cold, a theme to which, I believe, Dante refers in the beginning of the Divine 
Comedy when he describes limbo. He speaks of the lukewarm on the one hand 
and the philosophers on the other. They were surely not extremists. Then 
Nietzsche turns to the three songs which are, of course, impossible to inter¬ 
pret. The function of the three songs is to indicate what distinguishes 
philosophy in Nietzsche's sense from all traditional thought and that can be 
done only by presenting his human experience and, as it were, asking us if 
the traditi ona l philosophers, even the greatest, had such experience. The 
anser, I think, can very well be negative. 

The Night Song: There is night, but Zarathustra is light-hot and cold, 
only giving, not taking, in complete solitude. He wishes he could be one who 
could take from others "a craving for love is within me," not love—a craving 
for being loved or for loving, this is not quite clear. 

Now, if the creative self is the source of all meaning, it exists'in a world 
of meaninglessness. I think this is the necessary consequence, it exists in 
a world of complete darkness. 

In the Dancing Song, the central song, Zarathustra is night if seen in the 
perspective of ordinary men, but his companion is Cupid who sleeps during the 
day. Zarathustra sings a song in praise of life unfathomable. Life itself 
denies that she is unfathomable. "But I am merely changeable and wild and a 
woman in every way, and not virtuous." But Zarathustra does not believe her. 

He loves only life and life alone. He loves wisdom only because it reminds 
him of life; wisdom is s imilar to life. Is wisdom not perhaps identical with 
life? In an earlier writing, "The Advantage and Disadvantage of History, he 
had spoken of an opposition between life and wisdom and he understood by wisdom 
objectivity or objective science. It was the opposition between creativity- 
life, and objectivity—wisdom. Zarathustra's wisdom, as distinguished from 
that of the scientist, is not the opposite of life. I also refer you to the 
passage in the preface of Beyond Good and Evil, where truth is referred to as 
a woman. Truth is not God. 

The Tomb Song takes up again the theme of the Night Song. Zarathustra was not 
always solitary. There was a time when he loved human beings and was loved 
by them* 

And once 1 wanted to dance as I had never danced before: over sill the 
heavens I wanted to dance. Then you persuaded my dearest singer. And he 
struck up a horrible dismal tune; alas, he tooted in my ears like a gloomy 
horn. Murderous singer, tool of malice, most innocent yourself ! I stood 
ready for the best dance, when you murdered my ecstasy with your sounds. 

There is a reference to Wagner. This is also part of this presentation which 
distinguishes Zarathustra-Nietzsche from all previous philosophers. 
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Only in the dance do I know how to tell the parable of the highest things- 
' 311(1 now highest parable remained unspoien in my limbs. ^ 

In a way this remains so; the truth cannot be open—it is elusive Life 

thl^thffSl 302,1 they are someh<5w “kin. But in such a way 

that -he full meaning of life can never be given. One cannot call the truth 

8 *rjf n \°f C f USe from Metzsch ®' s of view this would be merely the text 

without interpretation and in itself meaningless. The interpretSion dSda 
on the creative act of the interpreter. But the interpretation that «s given 

nol TraT^rTr S? ?f? ff “ d say t?e ^e^??on 

_s not true, only the text la true. Positivism says only the text is true 

tI e So^ S 6186 J* arb n itrary or **J®ctive. From Nietzsche’s point of view, 
create T^ B ^ m t rBl * to be cognizant of a thing but to interpret, to 
^ te, to be a poet. Let us read an interpretation of this on page 682: 

And as for our future, one will hardly find us again on the paths of those 

2 ? P meS! T endan S« r temples by night, embrace statues, and want by 

all means to unveil, uncover, and put into a bright light whatever is^ept 

1 for e °f r r°“- N °- this ‘“t,. this Si E SShftf* 

price * ' thls youthful madness in the love of truth, have lost 
t° r !"* f ° r that we are too experienced, too serious, too gay, 
tee vS?« df Jt?' W ® n ° lons3r ::>elieve that truth remains truth whin* 
SnsidS lH ^ aV T7’ e haVe 1±Ved enou S h not to believe this. Today we 
present a- eve^iL *•«««* no **> wish to see everything naked, or to be 
c’est tout rnepSS^' understand and "know" everything. Tout comprendre- 

"I thLk^h^’s^^M 5 / ver y where? ” a little girl asked her mother; 

respect jfS* f ° r Philosophers! One should have more 

respect for the bashfulness with which nature has hidden behind riddles and 
ridescent uncertainties. Perhaps truth is a woman who has reasons for not 

*”1 T ea ^ M? ItehaIM »" "“" a is—~to speak Oreek-toub?? 

Oh, those Greeks! They knew how to live. What is required for that is to 
stop cosrsgeoaely at the surface, the fold, the skin? ??*"?« S?efSe?? 

Tho f0rrae ’ "® S * WOrda ’ ** the whole Olympus of appearance. 

Those Greeks were superficial—out of profundity. And is not this precisely 

te® ZTl* baCk t0 ’ we bedevils of the spirit who live 

and “°® 4 da^crous peak of present thought and looked 
f ?i,? P there ~ we have looked down from there? Are we not, pre~ 

arseka? AdDrers ° f foraa - of tone3 '«*«•* 

Also the passage we read last time how the true world finally became a fable— 

? f^tivity end objectivity. TradiSSal notions 

! Cienoa a distinction between the 

suojective and the objective according to which only the objective is truly true 
n the approach of modern science, which Nietzsche here follows, leads to a 

he —o^tand everything is ?o £S.Vd~ 

ijjr. 1 ** J® the way out? Nietzsche says in tee first place that we must 

ealize that this so-called objective truth is not objective, it rests on basic 



hypotheses which are as subjective as any creation of a poet nay bo. There¬ 
for the question is not objectivity versus subjectivity, but narrow and poor 
subjectivity against broad ar.d rich subjectivity. From that point of view, 
the deepest poem is infinitely truer chan any science can be. This does not 
solve the problem but it is a very important step toward a solution. Today 
it is a very popular view that novels are more revealing of man than scien¬ 
tific studieso Art is more perceptive. There cannot be, even ideally 5 that 
kind of objectivity, of universal agreement, as it is possible within science. 

The next speech is of particular importance. From our point of view perhaps 
the most important. Let us read the beginning. 

"Will to truth," you who are wisest call that which impels you and fills you 
with lust? 

He is again speaking of the wise men, but not quite of the same people as in 
the first speech. He no longer speaks of the famous wise men. Nietzsche is 
here not concerned with historical references and it may well be that in many 
cases the same thinkers were both. 

A will to the thinkability of all beings: this I call your will. You want 
to make all being thinkable, for you doubt with well-founded suspicion that 
it is already thinkable. 

The will to truth is said to have animated all philosophers. Nietzsche says 
that this is a misunderstanding. They did not will the truth, they willed 
thinkability. What fact, accessible to our inspection, is meant here? One 
can say, philosophy is an attempt to understand and know everything. This is 
a very provisional statement but not misleading because it reminds us of the 
comprehensiveness which is essential to philosophy. The will to know every¬ 
thing implies that everything is in principle knowable. How do we know that 
everything is knowable? Maybe this is only a dogmatic assumption made by the 
Greeks and inherited by us. This is what Nietzsche is driving at. The al¬ 
ternative position is that being is as such elusive. This is Nietzsche’a 
objection to traditional philosophy and this is linked up with the problem of 
creativity, the superman and all those other things which he has in mind. 

So, the will to know the truth is the will to thinkability, in other words, 
the will to make all things thinkable. The philosophers of the past have tried 
unconsciously to imprint their will, their character on reality and then claim 
that this is the truth. This is developed in prose in the first chapter of 
Beyond Good and Evilo The intelligibility of the whole is the basic premise 
of philosophy and is an unsupported dogmatic premise. But there was, of course 
also another tradition, in a way opposed to the Greek tradition—the biblical 
tradition— in which the highest being, the source of all being, is not intel¬ 
ligible or thinkable, but radically mysterious. From Nietzsche's point of 
view the Bible does not solve the problem at all, because the biblical God 
is perfectly intelligible to himself and, therefore, not in himself non-intel- 
ligible. Here we have to remind ourselves of that extreme statement which 
we read, "if there were a God, how could I help wishing not to be God." In 
other words, if the highest principle is intelligible to himself, men cannot 
help trying to imitate God, to become like God. Nietzsche asserts that being 
as being is elusive—"we do not possess the truth." We, that is Nietzsche 
and later philosophers, as distinguished from the whole tradition of philos¬ 
ophy. The older thinkers said that we possess the truth in principle, because 



they regarded the truth as knowable. This contention of Nietzsche, 
that being is elusive, in opposition to the classical view that being is 
distinguishable, is today much store credible* In this as well as in many 
other respects Nietzsche spells out what modern men, insofar as they are 
modern men, think* This view, that being is elusive, is today so evident 
because it is implied in the modern science, in the progressive character 
of modern science: everything is subject to revision. Science is as such 
infinitely progressive* la the nature of the case there can never be an 
end to science, ait, if the progress is infinite, the mystery is equally 
infinite, because there is something which is not yet known. Therefore, to 
say that being i3 elusive is only to spell out what modern science has not 
spelled out but what it necessarily implies* 

But Nietzsche means something else too: all meaning, all articulation, an 
values, originate in men, in the self. The self being the elusive depth of 
man. There could not be creativity if there were not such an elusive depth. 
Creativity .implies elusiveness* If you can predict what a man will create 
you cannot really speak of creation* Take the extreme case: if you can 
predict what a man is going to say, while it may be very charming, it is 
surely the opposite of creativity. So, creativity means elusiveness. But, 
since the self is the origin of all meaning, it implies that the ground of 
everything is elusive. 

If philosophy in the traditional sense was to make being thinkable, what is 
the motive for that? What is the reasonable explanation for that? Let us 
say a desire for certainty. Nietzsche*s answer as he develops it here is 
that it is in the nature of life to do that, but not as life is commonly 
understood so it would mean the means for survival, for self preservation or 
comfortable self preservation, but life as the will to power and this is the 
theme of Nietzsche's Will to Power. 

Question: What about the difference between the knower and the noble? 

Mr. Strauss: Man appears to the knower as the beast which has red cheeks. 

The red cheeks refers to the country squires as distinguished from those 
pale companions of Socrates. •’Thus speaks the knower: shame, shame, shame." 
Looking around in social science today, is this not true? Isn't this what 
Compte, Marx, and all those other schools which enter into the big stream 
called social science say? All those things which appear so grand and im¬ 
pressive have a low origin if you analyze them. Nietzsche says that there 
is a certain stratum which is common to Nietzsche and to those evolutionary 
societies. But the noble man is not simply identical with the knower. What 
Nietzsche says is that he will never find the mere knower. There is always 
something within man, and the meaning and form it takfes depends on whether 
the knower is noble or base. If he is base he uses these things for the 
humiliation of men, for the degradation of mem, if he is noble he will use 
it for the elevation of men. This means, as it were, that you don't look 
so much at the low things that went into it, but at the acts of overcoming 
by virtue of which men change from quasi brutes into men. Common sensically 
speaking, Nietzsche can, of course, not deny that there is a certain sphere 
where all human beings if they are in their senses will agree. Science, you 
might say, is the normal effort of man to enlarge this dimension where an 
men as men, provided they have the necessary conditions, will agree. But the 
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company. There was a picture of Cesare Borgia la all his devilish splendor. 

Now they say, if Cesare Borgia had taken this pill, he would no longer be 
Cesare Borgia and would be alright. But Machiavelli says that some things 
were taken care of by Cesare Borgia because he did not take these pills. In 
other words, there is something to these last men. If Lasswell were strictly 
logical, he would have to demand strict psychoanalytocracy. The men who make 
the ultimate decisions are psychoanalysts. After all, what does Congress know 
about psychology? Someone who studies Lasswell more carefully than I am able 
to do might offer this suggestion: every citizen become a psychoanalyst. This 
may sound like a joke but I think Lasswell is admirable here in spite of all 
the things he does because he does not consider reputation as other people do 
and he lets many cats out of the bag which others keep in the bag. 

Of course one can find visions or ideas which are basically alright in all 
social science. As I have said many times in classes, there are of course 
old fashioned political scientists and this cannot be criticized from any 
point of view—people who assume a public role and are perfectly sensible. 

But this is not especially characteristic of present day social science. 

After all, political science is the oldest discipline. Furthermore, there 
are people who do very limited sensible jobs which are necessary and useful. 

But they have their center outside themselves; citizens impose them for the 
common good. It is necessary to get facts straight in order to get better 
policies. Noone would object to that. What I had in mind is the over-oil 
notion of social scientists which is chiefly presented by people who once 
were the young Turks, thirty years ago, who are now already dignitaries and 
their notion about the meaning of social science which is the only question 
with which I am concerned. 

(In answer to a question): Your question implies in a way the answer. 

Nietzsche is not an idealist because the self for him is the body. That is 
clearly "anti-idealistic." For Nietzsche re-interpretation is in terms of 
good and bad, of values, and this is mere talk if it is not followed by ac¬ 
tion. Nietzsche sorely wanted to change the world, word of Marx is 

directed against Hegel with perfect justice because Hegel did not want to 
change the world in any sense. He wanted to change it less than Aristotle. 
Aristotle realized that most societies were imperfect and if possible they 
should be improved. Whereas Hegel says, in principle at least, no more 
meaningful change is possible. Marx*a change is based on a previous inter¬ 
pretation known by the name of dialectical materialism. That Marx'e inter¬ 
pretation permitted the formation of a political party, whereas Nietzsche's 
interpretation made impossible the formation of a political party and made 
impossible any political activity on the part of Hietzsohe is surely true. 

One could, perhaps, say this: The victory of communism and the defeat of 
fascism reflect this difference. Marx showed a way to political action, 
Nietzsche could not show it. Nietzsche had made impossible, especially in 
Germany, the acceptance of liberal democracy and socialism. You must not 
forget that the continental conservatives, f.e., Bismarck, took the view 
that liberal democracy is only the first step and if it is permitted to work 
itself out will lead to socialism and communism. Of course Bismarck says 
it won't work; it will lead to chaos. This Bismarckian notion, however, was 
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si so I&6tz9ch6 s notion. Bisinsrck ssw si kind o£ slliancs between throne 
and altar, but he was not always consistent. You may remember his .famous 
fight "Kulturkampf"—with Germany's catholic clergy. What characterized 
Nietzsche was that he was sure that conservatism will not do. There may 
be resistance for some time, but by this very fact we increase the power 
of the assailants. What would be possible would be a third thing: neither 
conservatism, nor progressivism, but, to speak in political language: a 
radicalism of the right. Nietzsche, of course, used language which could 
later on be used by the radicalism of the right, but this is neither the 
depth nor the importance of Nietzsche. Nietzsche's appeal was to the in¬ 
dividual, and his concern was with the creativity of the individual and 
this is absolutely incompatible with political action. However, the fact 
that it had political meaning is inescapable. Therefore, one can say that 
by making people dissatisfied with the left in any sense of the word and 
with the existing right in any sense of the word which conclusion could 
the young, confused, people possibly draw? To that extent Nietzsche's re¬ 
sponsibility is und eni a b le contrary to the absolutely untrue remarks of 
Kaufman. But it is a subtle question. The fact that Nietzsche would have 
been the first to run away does not solve the issue. In my opinion, the 
relation of Nietzsche to National Socialism is like that of Rousseau to the 
Jacobins. Rousseau was not a Jacobin and would have loathed it, of course. 

But Rousseau made po s sible the Jacobin's perversion of his doctrine. 

Nietzsche made possible that perversion of his doctrine which is national 
socialism# You cannot speak of the blond beast in terms of praise, you can¬ 
not say the extermination of millions of men is necessary. But it would be 
extremely foolish to say that since this is so Nietzsche Is a fascist. By 
the same token one would have to reject Rousseau for the terror of the French 
Revolution. 

Later on I will refer to a writing in Nietzsche in which he presents this 
notion which would be wholly non-political: The last man will come; that's 
inevitable. On the other hand there will be isolated individuals and these 
can be supermen in a sense. In other words, no political solution at all. 

But this is not sufficient. I think he was thinking in terms of a political 
rejuvenation of the West also. Not hing is more meaningless than these apo¬ 
logetics which Kaufman here uses and which is unworthy, especially of Nietzsche. 
If I respect the man, I respect him for what he was and not as a figment of 
my imagination. 

(In answer ;o a question about "infinite delicacy"): We speak of man in terras 
of the human and the superhuman. One can also speak in the same sense of 
the fini te and the infinite. Nov, if man is to become superman, he is, in 
this sense, to become infinite, to the extent to which he takes on the attri¬ 
butes of the superhuman. This infinity of a being which is surely not omnipo¬ 
tent, this creates a radical change according to which pride becomes infinite 
pride. Since this being is a suffering being from Nietzsche's point of view, 
this goes together with infinite suffering. For instance, the suffering from 
the imperfection of man must take on this infinity if viewed in the light of 
what men could be, which is so much higher than the common idea of man under¬ 
standing hunan perfection. This has something to do with the old story of 
infinite malleability which means in other words there is no nature of man 
sufficiently defined to give men an indication of specifically human perfec¬ 
tion. But this Nietzsche shares with all these specifically modern thinkers. 



What Is characteristic in Nietzsche is that he draws the conclusion that 
man must become superhuman and, therefore, the extremism, the infinity, and 
tne intensity of these demands which you observe in every page of the 
£arathustra. 

Nietzsche may not have sufficiently seen the tremendous developments of tech¬ 
nology which make possible the extinction of the human race. But still 
there is the increase in leisure without people being trained to make use 
of it. There must be, in the formula of the Romans, bread and circuses. 

In other words, no aspiration. I believe if one would analyze the situation, 
especially in this country, all this juvenile delinquency, one would see a 
disappointment, an absence of aspiration, as at least one factor. 
Nietzsche s lafct man is perfectly nice, he is not a murderer. But if there 
were murder, Nietzsche would say this would affect the police problem but 

nhJ™ h ti° Ver ~ all 4 .?T m probles * 1110 best men of that society would be mere 
Philistines, so that one could perhaps turn it around and say, as Nietzsche 

who 0 ^ 6 !!h^ 'yf^L*** ^ crifflinala ** that society may precisely be those 
who are choked by these acts. 


April 22. 

The second Part, as distinguished from the first part, almost explicitly 
deals with philosophy, whereas the first part deals chiefly with the Bible 
or Christianity, except for the speech on "The Chairs of Virtue," which 
deals with philosophy. * 

The thesis of the first part "God is dead" is now enlarged to the notion of 
the unmoved or imperishable as a conjecture inimical to life, that is to say, 
to time and becoming, to creativity. Nietzsche then turns to various forms 
of human life which are inimical to creativity. Forma which are not as such 
philosophical. I refer especially to the speech on the tarantulas, i.e., 
to the speech on equality. Philosophy becomes again the theme of the second 
part after it was the theme near the beginning in the speech "On the Blessed 
Islands and in the speeches "Of famous Sages," and "On Self-Overcoming." 

, f ara°us sagea proved to be mere servants of the people and of the people's 
beliefs. To put it in the language of our time: rationalizers or ideologists* 
But this is not sufficient. Therefore the subject of philosophy is taken up 
again in the speech on self-overcoming. Between those two speeches—"Of 
famous Sages" and "On Self-overcoming," we find three songs: The Night Song, 
the Son £« the Tomb Song. These songs express, without formulating 

1 *** v b f ea ^ckins in previous philosophies—the fullness and depth of 

Phi T > ff pher of the future , we »«y say. will be a synthesis of the 
philosopher and the poet, especially the lyric poet. Here we may remind our- 
seives of a saying by Cicero, transmitted by Seneca: "Cicero denies that he 
would have time to read lyrical poetry even if his lifetime were doubled." 

The speech on self-overcoming is the most explicitly philosophic speech 
hitherto. Nietzsche contends that the will to truth is a form of the will 
w power and that the will to power is the fundamental character of all liv¬ 
ing beings, nay, of all beings. Here the difficulty arises is the doctrine 
of the will to power itself an expression of the self-consciousness of the 
Yt 11 ,^°. po ^ r * 111 otber words, has the will to power become conscious of 

itself in Nietzsche or is the doctrine a direct expression of Nietzsche’s 
own will to power? Is the doctrine of the will to power meant to be objec¬ 
tively true or is it a creation? At any rate, this much is clear: Nietzsche’s 



philosophy differs from all earlier philosophies not only :ls its cor t sat 
02- substance but in its mode as well. It is not simply a dcctriie \thich is 
^ objectively “ rue * ^° v 9 before he continues his explication of 
the will to power, Nisiaeche turns to various parts or fragments of ths phi¬ 
losopher in the traditional sense, especially the centerapo ivary forms of this 
phenoz-.onon. The first subject was the sublime ones, the penitents of the 
spirit* these who have ceased to regard the truth as beautiful or edi’yiag 
but who seek the truth for the sake of the truth without any other concern 
and, therefore, in particular, they seek the ugly truth. Men /ho are true 
to themselves. 

In the speech "On the Country of Education," he deals with the involuntary 
destroyers of all culture and all faith because they are the detached on¬ 
lookers of all cultures and faiths. Mr. Benjamin made a very good suggestion: 
education, of course, is a proper translation of the German word "Bildung," 
if you understand education in the sense in which it is used in the title of 
Henry Adams* education where it does not mean, of course, only the education 
he received at the universities, but the whole forming and formation of a man. 
In the following speeches this discussion is continued, of the fragments or 
parts of the philosopher in the primary sense, in the pre-Nietzsohean sense 
of the term. 

We turn then to the speech "On immaculate Knowledge." Nietzsche criticizes 
here the idea of contemplative knowledge. He opposes that to creati/e knowl- ‘ 
edge and he expresses this relation by using the figure of the moon and the 
sun—the moon which does not give fertility and light to anything: contempla¬ 
tive knowledge| the sun, the origin of light and life—creative knowledge. 

Let us turn to page 234, par. 5 . 


This would be the highest to my mind”—thus says your lying spirit to it¬ 
self—"to look at life without desire and not, like a dog, with my tongue 
hanging out. To be happy in looking, with a will that has died and without 
the grasping and greed of selfishness, the whole body cold and ashen, but 
with drunken moon eyes. This I should like best"—thus the seduced seduces 
himself—"to love the earth as the moon loves her, and to touch her beauty 
only with my eyes. And this is what the immaculate perception of all things 
shall mean to me: that I want nothing from them, except to be allowed to 
lie prostrate before them like a mirror with a hundred eyes." 

This is not meant to apply to the originators of the contemplative idea, to 
the Greek philosophers, and appears from the following consideration. These 
contemplators are contemplators of life, of change in various manifestations. 
The original contemplators were contemplators of what is always and unchanging. 
But we know now that there is nothing unchanging or eternal. The seeming 
sempiternal or eternal is only the decayed temporal. You are all familiar 
with this view: for example, Sabine is a popular exposition of thi« view. If 
you take the doctrine of natural law, you will find that this is a stcic doc¬ 
trine which emerged at a certain time, after the breakdown of the Greek polls 0 
So this doctrine which presents Itself as the doctrine of the eternal or 
sempiternal is, in fact, only a reflection of the temporal. This is the point 
of view which emerged and became notorious in the second half of the 19 th 
century. The sempiternal or eternal is only the decayed temporal. Hence, the 
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object of contemplation can only be life, creative life, but only as an ob¬ 
ject. Here you have the inferiority: the non-creators look uncreatively at 
creative life. How let us turn to page 235 s 

Verily, it is not as creators, procreators, and those who have joy in be¬ 
coming that you love the earth. Where is innocence? Where there is a will 
to procreate. And he who wants to create beyond himself has the purest 

will. 

Where Is beauty? Where I must will with all my will; where I want to 
love and perish that an image may not remain a mere image. 


Verily, like the sun I love life and all deep seas. And this is what 
perceptive knowledge means to me: all that is deep shall rise up to my 
heights. 

Nietzsche contrasts here his notion of knowledge with the older notion. In 
other words, to understand this passage we must remember the distinction be¬ 
tween the knower and the noble which Nietzsche made before. There, the 
knower as knower seemed to be neutral as contrasted to the noble or the base. 
Knowledge is as such incomplete and must be interpreted. This interpreta¬ 
tion Is fundamentally two-fold: the noble and the base interpretation. The 
base interpretation would be the materialistic interpretation. 

Now this distinction is dropped. This sunlight love of life and this concern 
with the deep or the low is an integral part of knowledge. The distinction 
between knowledge and noble or base is meaningful superficially, it is mean¬ 
ingful regarding the derivative. But the fundamental phenomena of life is 
the self, the creative self. For example, I can observe a society and gather 
certain data which everyone can see, but this has obviously nothing to do 
with the core of the thought or the work of this man. The core is the creative 
self. The creative self, however, cannot be experienced, hence known, by man 
insofar as he is a detached observer or a detached self-observer. Knowledge 
in the highest sense accompanies the creative act or presupposes it In another 
way. But it cannot be divorced from it. 

The creative thinker, then, is opposed to the contemplative thinker. This has 
a pre-history of which I mention only one important part. We have always 
thought of the difference between Nietzsche and Marx, we must think of it her :v 
too. Marx said against Hegel, that in the Hegelian scheme the philosopher 
comes post festum-—after the festival, after everything has been done, after 
the creative activity of society. Marx also said, in the same spirit, hither¬ 
to philosophers have interpreted the world but what counts is that the world 
be changed. This has something to do with Nietzsche's problem. The mere 
interpreters are like Nietzsche's contemplators, the moon, as distinguished 
from the sun. Marx opposed this especially to Hegel's view, according to 
which philosophy can be said to be the self-consciousness of creativity. But 
this self-consciousness is not as such created, it comes at the end. Accord¬ 
ing to Nietzsche, philosophy is itself created and, therefore, it cannot be 
simply self-consciousness. It cannot be self-consciousness strictly speaking 
for the other reason that the creative self is elusive and can never be 
fully comprehended. Still, one may say, compared with earlier thought, Niet r r>s 
philosophy is meant to be self-consciousness in the decisive respect. All 
earlier philosophers did not know that the will to power was at the root of 
their will to truth, Nietzsche knows it. 
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Mow we come to the following speech which is particularly unpleasant to 
read for people like myself, "Of Scholars." The scholar is also a fragment 
of the philosopher. Here it becomes clear that Zarathustra is Nietzsche. 
Nietzsche was a scholar, he wrote a very impressive chapter on "We Scholars" 
translated badly in English under the title "We Intellectuals." Everyone 
knows that intellectuals and scholars are two different things. 

Mow, Zarathuatra-Nietzsche was once a scholar, but he is no longer a scholar. 
He rejected scholarship. This speech is followed by the speech "On Poets." 
Zarathustra is still a poet. Now let us see what he has to say about these 
poor people. 


I mu too hot and burned by my own thoughts; often itnearly takes my breath 
away. Then I must go out into the open and away from all dusty rooms. 

But they sit cool in the cool shade: in everything they want to be mere 
spectators, and they beware of sitting where the sun burns on the steps. 
Like those who stand in the street and gape at the people who pass by, the; 
too wait and gape at thoughts that others have thought• 

If you seize them with your hands they raise a cloud of dust like flour 
bags, involuntarily; but who could guess that their dust comes from grain 
and from the yellow delight of summer fields? 

What is scholarship? According to Nietzsche, it is re-thinking the thoughts 
of others. One could easily show that, for example, the political historian 
who deals with deeds rather than thoughts must also be concerned with thought, 
i'or example, how could you arrive at a history of the civil war when the core 
of it would be the understanding of Lincoln’s or Jefferson Davies* thought. 

So, every scholar re—thinks the thoughts of others. These others may be so¬ 
cieties or individuals. The thoughts of scholars are derivative from the 
thoughts of the origi nal thinkers. On the way from the original thinkers to 
the scholars the thought loses its seminal power, its fertility. From fresh 
grain it becomes flour. It would be unfair of such a superior mind like 
Nietzsche's to speak about such poor men like ourselves who could become 
mere scholars. But why this harshness? He has to counteract the claim of the 
scholars. The scholars tend to be very boastful. They know, and they can 
prove what they assert. If they assert that Kant wrote this particular piece 
in the year 1776, they can prove it. Whereas Kant himself could not prove his 
whole philosophy. They know that X taught the doctrine Y, but X himself need 
not possess objective knowledge of Y. The trouble is only that the knowledge 
which they possess is inferior in significance to the questionable knowledge 
of the one who thinks. Nietzsche goes on to develop how certain weeknesses 
in the character of scholars have something to do with that defect. 


They watch each other closely and mistrustfully. Inventive in petty clever* 
ness, they wait for those whose knowledge walks on lame feet: like spiders 
they wait. I have always seen them carefully preparing poison; and they 
always put on gloves of glass to do it. They also know how to play with 
loaded dice; and I have seen them play so eagerly that they sweated. 


I would like to tell you a story about a professor at an entirely different 
university, who is a first rate scholar. They had a guest from another 


country speaking on a Greek subject. This man who was a Greek scholar 
'■Sorry, the rest of the story is inaudible.) 
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3ut of course there are other specimen too. Hie essential connection is 
this: This pettiness is the reverse side of this pretense. The knowledge 
involved is of lower rank is a pretense that fortifies the whole scheme. 

We are alien to each other, and their virtues are even more distasteful to 
me than their falseness and their loaded dice. And when I lived with them, 

I lived aoove them. That is why they developed a grudge against me. They 
did not ’./ant to hear how someone was living over their heads; and so they 
put wood and earth and filth between me and their heads. Thus they muf¬ 
fled the sound of my steps: and so far 1 have been heard least well by 
the most scholarly. Between themselves and me they laid a!i human faults 
and weaknesses: "false ceilings" they call them in their houses. And yet 
I live over their heads with my thoughts; and even if I wanted to walk 
upon my own mistakes, X would still be over their heads. 

For men are not equal: thus speaks justice. And what I want, they would 
have no right to wants 

You see the obvious autobiographical elements in this speech. The conclusion 
is of a probable nature and will come back again. The inequality of men—— 
we are tempted to say the natural inequality of men. Whether we can 
to this temptation without falsifying Nietzsche's thought remains to be seen. 

Now we turn to the last speech of this section "On Poets." You see that this 
is a dialogue. We have read a dialogue before—the old and young females. 

The old and young females recur here in this speech. They seem to be the 
favorite topic of the poets, so that there is a connection between these two 
dialogues. Bit the first dialogue was compulsory two-fold. Nietzsche was 
compelled to a dialogue by an old woman. The reason for this was Zarathustra 1 .3 
lack of experience with women. Here Zarathustra is fully experienced. Whereas 
he lias ceased to be a scholar, he is still a poet, as he explicitly says. 

Yet, even the present dialogue is compulsory to some extent. The poet is 
brought up not by Zarathustra, but by the disciple. Let us read the beginning! 

"Since I have come to know the body better," Zarathustra said to one of 
his disciples, "the spirit is to me only quasi-spirit; and that is 
5 permanent 8 is also a mere parable." 

These words stem from the end of Goethe's Faust. Nietzsche Goethe in 
mind, perhaps more than anyone else. This will sound to those of you who ad¬ 
mire Goethe sometimes very outrageous. 

"I have heard you say that once before," the disciple replied; "and at that 
time you added, 'But the poets lie too much. 9 Why did you say that the 
poets lie too much?" 

"Why?" said Zarathustra. "You ask, why? I am not one of those whom one 
may ask about their why. Is my experience but of yesterday? It was long 
ago that I experienced the reasons for ray opinions. Would I not have to 
be a barrel of memory if I wanted to carry my reasons around with me? It 
is already too much for me to remember ay own opinions; and many a bird 
flies away. And now and then I also find a stray in ray dovecot that is 
strange to me and trembles when I place my hand on it. 
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"I have heard you say that once before," the disciple replied; "and at 
that time you added, 'But the poets lie too much.' Why did you say that 
the poets lie too much?" 

"Why?" said Zarathustra. "You ask, why? I am not one of those whom one 
may ask about their why. Is my experience but of yesterday? It was long 
ago that I experienced the reasons for my opinions. Would I not have to 
be a barrel of memory if I wanted to carry my reasons around with me? It 
is already too much for me to remember my own opinions; and many a bird 
flies away. And now and then I also find a stray in my dovecot that is 
strange to me and trembles when I place my hand on it. 

For an interpretation I would steer you to a passage from Hie Twilight of 
the Idol, p, 475, dealing with Socrates, You see, Nietzsche seems to deal 
in a very snobbish way, and, therefore, in a very offensive way, with reason. 

With Socrates, Greek taste changes in favor of dialectics. What really 
happened there? Above all, a noble taste is thus vanquished; with dialectics 
the plebs come to the top. Before Socrates, dialectic manners were re¬ 
pudiated in good societys they were considered bad manners, they were 
compromising. The young were warned against them. Furthermore, all such 
presentations of one's reasons were distrusted. Honest things, like honest 
men, do not carry their reasons in their hands like that. It is indecent 
to show all five fingers. What must first be proved is worth little. 

Wherever authority still forms part of good bearing, where one does not 
give reasons but commands, the dialectician is a kind of buffoon) one 
laughs at him, one does not take him seriously. Socrates was the buffoon 
who got himself taken seriously: what really happened there? 

This illustrates, though it does not explain, our passage, Nietzsche rejects 
here the demand for sufficient reason and he says that this demand is based 
on the fact that ultimately there is no sufficient reason. Provisionally I 
can give sufficient reason but if we went on and on we would get to a point 
which can to longer be justified; here this is called authority. Ultimately 
we come back to something which is called in the formula of the modern poet 
"thus I will, thus Z coamand." Will should stand in the place of reason. 

But Nietzsche is not a worshipper of authority in the simple sense of the 
team. How, then, can he accept this authoritarianism? I read to you a pas¬ 
sage from Beyond Good and Evil, aphorism 251: "Learning transforms us." 

This sentence is also relevant for the present speech for the following 
reason: Hietzaohe blames the poets for not learning sufficiently. u lt does 
much more than all nutrition does, namely, much more than merely maintain, 
but fundam en tally way down below in us there is something unteachable, a bed¬ 
rock of intellectual destiny, of predestined decision, of answers to pre¬ 
destined, selected questions. In the presence of every cardinal problem there 
speaks an unchangeable "This is myself," On the problem man-woman, for ex¬ 
ample, a thinker cannot relearn anything but only learn to the end—only dis¬ 
cover fully what is "la him 0 " At certain times we find certain solutions to 
problems which create a strong faith in us in particular; one will perhaps 
call them one's convictions. Later, one sees in them only the footprints 
leading to self-understanding, the signposts pointing to the problem which 
we are, more correctly, to the great stupidity which we are, to our intellectual 
destiny, to the unteachable "way down below," 



In other words, what Nietzsche means is that authority in the old sense hag 
lost all its power for Nietzsche* But what takes its place? Ultimately, his 
own creativity, the creativity of the self. But this is something within 
him which he can no longer justify and defend* In this respect it is closer 
to authority in the old sense than to authority. 

This raises, of course, a great distinction between a man who is merely 
obstinate and one as Nietzsche means it, opinionated. Or, more radically, 
what then is truth? What is truth If the ultimate we can find in any great 
thinker is this self which he can develop but not as such modify. Does not 
truth become poetry? Therefore, Nietzsche must make clear the difference 
between Zarathustra and the poets. Let us turn to page 239* 

"Faith does not make me blessed," he said, "especially not faith in me. 

But suppose somebody said in all seriousness, the poets lie too much: 
he would be right; we do lie too much* We also know too little and we 
are bad learners; so we simply have to lie. And who among us poets has 
not adulterated his wine? Many a poisonous hodgepodge has been contrived 
in our cellars; much that is indescribable was accomplished there. 

This is also a quotation at the end of Faust* But it is a parody on it* 

And because we know so little, the poor in spirit please us heartily, 
particularly when they are young females* And we are covetous even of 
those things which the old females tell each other in the evening* That 
is what we ourselves call the Eternal-Feminine in us. And, as if there 
were a special secret access to knowledge, buried for those who learn some¬ 
thing, we believe in the people and their ’wisdom.* 

"This, however, all poets believe: that whoever pricks up his ears as 
he lies in the grass or on lonely slopes will find out something about 
those things that are between heaven and earth* And when they feel tender 
sentiments stirring, the poets always fancy that nature herself is in love 
with them; and that she is creeping to their ears to tell them secrets 
and amorous flatteries; and of this they brag and boast before all mortalso 
"Alas, there are so many things between heaven and earth of which only 
the poets have dreamed* 

"And especially above the heavens: for all gods are poets* parables, 
poets* prevarications* Verily, it always lifts us higher—specifically, 
to the realm of the clouds: upon these we place our motley bastards and 
call them gods and overmen. For they are just light enough for these 
chairs—all these gods and overmen* Ah, how weary I am of all the imper¬ 
fection which must at all costs become event! Ah, how weary I are of poets!" 

I do not claim to be able to give an interpretation of this* But some points 
become clear to me* The poets are characterized by lack of intellectual 
honesty* Knowledge, as we said, is interpretation of a text, of a meaning¬ 
less given to which meaning is given by an interpretation. But one must not 
falsify the given, one must take it as it is, one must grasp it as it is. 

One must not ascribe givenness to what is interpretation or creation. The 
poets do not make that distinction* Furthermore, the poetic creativity is 



distinguished from Zarathustra’s creativity. The poetic creativity depends on 
the popular mind and it produces "other words." linages which transcend the 
word. Poetry is not loyal to the earth, it idealizes. In some places the 
speech on the poets seems to be particularly unclear, not to say absurd, for 
example, page 240, par. 5: "Some lust and some boredom: that has so far been 
their test reflection." Well, it is hard to recognize what he means by that, 
let us turn to page 241: 

Verily 3 their spirit itself is the peacock of peacocks and a sea of vanity! 

The spirit of the poet craves spectators—even if only buffaloes. 

Eut I have grown weary of this spirit; and I foresee that it will grow 
weary of itself. I have already seen the poets changed, with their glances turn* 
back on themselves. I saw ascetics of the spirit approach; they grew out of 
the poets. 

These ascetics or penitents of the spirit were those hunters from the ugly 
truth of which he spoke at the beginning of this section in the speech on the 
tarantulas. A radically new kind of philosopher must come, characterized by 
intellectual probity. Those who accept the ugly truth by which Nietzsche surely 
does not mean naturalistic notes. It is possible that the understanding of 
certain pcst-Nietzsckean poetry, perhaps Rilke, would help in understanding 
this speech. Perhaps in the light of that new kind of poetry, all earlier poetry 
appears to be "superficial," because it idealized or posited an ideal world 
instead of penetrating the earthy and revealing the depth of the earth. 

At this point a new section begins. Nietzsche will return to the philosopher 
in that new section but from a different point of view. This new section is 
the last section of the second part of Zarathustra. The most important speech 
is that of Redemption but it is preceded by the speech "On Great Events" and 
on "The Soothsayer." 

Great events is a term carefully chosen and must be distinguished from the tern: 
greatest event. In Aphorism 285 of Beyond Good and Evil we find this remark: 

"The greatest events and thoughts (and the greatest thoughts are the greatest 
events) are comprehended most slowly." An example of such a greatest event, 
and the most important example, is the death of God. Now let us read from the 
beginning. 

There is an island in the sea—not far from Zara thus tra* e blessed isles—on 
which a fire-spewing mountain smokes continually; and the people say of it, 
and especially the old women among the people say, that it has been placed 
like a huge rock before the gate to the underworld, and that the narrow path 
that leads to this gate to the underworld goes through the fire-spewing 
mountain. 

Now it was during the time when Zarathustra was staying on the blessed isles 
that a ship anchored at the island with the smoking mountain and the crew went 
ashore to shoot rabbits. Around noon, however, when the captain and his men 
were together again, they suddenly saw a man approach through the air, and a 
voice said distinctly, "It is high time?" And when the shape had come closest 
to them—and it flew by swiftly as a shadow in the direction of the fire- 
spewing mountain—they realized with a great sense of shock that it was Zara- 
thustrai for all of them had seen him before, except the captain, and they 



loved him as the people love—with a love that is mixed with an equal amount 
of awe. "Look thereI" said the old helmsman. "There is Zarathustra descend¬ 
ing to hellI" 

At the time these seamen landed at the isle of fire there was a rumor 
abroad that Zarathustra had disappeared; and when his friends were asked, they 
said that he had embarked by night without saying where he intended to go. 

Thus uneasiness arose; and after three days the story of the seamen was added 
to this uneasiness; and now all the people said that the devil had taken 
Zarathustra. His disciples laughed at such talk to be sure, and one of them 
even said, "Sooner would I believe that Zarathustra has taken the devil." 

But deep in their souls they were all of them full of worry and longing; thus 
their joy was great when on the fifth day Zarathustra appeared among them. 

Zarathustra descends not to hell, as the common people believe, but to the un¬ 
derworld. The underworld is located on the island of the rabbits. It is hard 
to understand this. I happen to know that an island of rabbits occurs in a 
story by Heine, whom Nietzsche knew very well. The story is "Die Gutter im 
Ebd.1," the Gods in Exile. In that story an island of the rabbits is described 
on which Jupiter lives, dethroned and poor. This is not altogether irrelevant 
because there is an important relation between Nietzsche and Heine which has 
to do with two things: In the first place a desire for the restoration of 
paganism, versus biblical spiritualism and asceticism, and secondly, Heine was 
one of the leaders in the revolt against Goethe, a revolt which was adopted by 
Nietzsche, as you could see from the third essay "Thoughts out of Season." 

But what does this mean? We cannot possibly read the whole story; I mention 
the most important point which appears in the sequel. Now, what is the fire- 
hound? The firehound appears to be the spirit of revolution, of egalitarian 
subversion. Its location—and this is a suggestion of mine—is France. What 
about the crew and the captain who shoot rabbits? Everyone knows Zarathustra 
except the captain. My suggestion is that this is the war of 1870 and the 
captain is Bismarck. Nietzsche wants to bring out the utter insignificance 
of the war of 18?0 which was regarded in Germany as the crowning event estab¬ 
lishing the unity of Germany. As compared with the revolutionary movement of 
Europe, the Franco-Prussian war is like shooting rabbits, a minor incident in 
that great and vast political movement. 

One thing is clear: The firehound is the spirit of egalitarian revolution. Now 
let us go on on page 24j: 

'Believe me, friend Hellishnoise: the greatest events—they are not our 
loudest but our stillest hours. Not around the inventors of new noise, but 
around the inventors of new values does the world revolve; it revolves in- 
audibly. 

Admit itl Whenever your noise and smoke were gone, very little had happened. 
What does it matter if a town became a mummy and a statue lies in the mud? 

And this word I shall add for those who overthrow statues: nothing is more 
foolish than casting salt into the sea and statues into the mud. The statue 
lay in the mud of your contempt; but precisely this is its law, that out of 
contempt life and living beauty come back to it. 



It appears from the sequel that Zarathustra is opposed to the two opponents 
to control the contemporary scene: the revolution on the one hand, and state 
and church on the other* lihat he does want becomes clear from the appearance 
of another firehound in the sequel, page 244: 


At hast, he grew calmer and his gasping eased; and as soon as he was calm 
I said, laughing, ’You are angry, fire hound; so I am right about you! And 
that I may continue to be right, let me tell you about another fire hounde 
He really speaks out of the heart of the earth* He exhales gold and golden 
rain; thus his heart wants it* What are ashes and smoke and hot slime to him 
Laughter flutters out of him like colorful clouds; nor is he well disposed to 
ward your gurgling and spewing and intestinal rumblings* This gold, however, 
and this laughter he takes from the heart of the earth; for—know th is—the 
heart of the earth is of gold.* 

This other fire hound is equally revolutionary, therefore he is also called a 
fire hound* We have seen before when we discussed the speech of the tarantula, 
that Nietzsche appeared as a counter—tarantulla* Similarly, he appears here as 
another fire hound* But the revolution which Nietzsche h as in mind is opposed 
to the egalitarian revolution, and it is not only the egalitarianism to which 
he is opposed but also its radically rebellious character. Nietzsche’s revo¬ 
lution, paradoxically as it may sound, is not a rebellious revolution. At the 
end of the speech is stressed that at the heart of the earth is gold, there is 
no hell, there is nothing to fight against, it is the heart of the earth, not 
the heart of heaven* Therefore, loyalty to the earth* Where people had located 
hell, there is in truth pure gold* 

A word about the end of this speech: 

What shall I think of that?" said Zarathustraj "am I a ghost then? But it 
must have been my shadow* I suppose you have heard of the wanderer and hiw 
shadow? This, however, is clear: I must watch it more closely—else it 
may yet spoil my reputation*" 

And once more Zarathustra shook his head and wondered. "What shall I 
think of that?" he said once more* "Why did the ghost cry, ’It is time! I; 
is high timeS* High time for what?" 

Does this ring a bell? Think of the ambiguity of the word "high time," In one 
sense this refers to the urgency, but in the more literal sense of the word 
the highest time. At the end of the first part he speaks of the high noon, the 
moment meu become aware of the possibility and necessity of the superman* 

The next speech, "The Soothsayer," is not entitled like the previous speeches, 
i°e», "of such and such," but simply The Soothsayer* Let us read the beginning 
of this speech: 

"—And I saw a great sadness descend upon mankind. The best grew weary of 
their works* A doctrine appeared, accompanied by a faith: "All is empty, 
all is the same, all has been! 9 

’The same* is in German ? gleich,* which also means equal* Nietzsche discusses 
here the opponent of the egalitarian revolution* The opponent not on the po- 
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litical level, but on the spiritual and intellectual level. That is pessimism 
as is indicated especially in the work of Schopenhauer. As is indicated by the 
word ’’all is the same, all is equal," it is in fact also egalitarian. For a 
fuller understanding of this whole section one would have to read Nietzsche *s 
Considerations out of Season where he presents three figures who determine 
modern man: Rousseau, Goethe and Schopenhauer and Rousseau is, of course, 
the tarantula, the preacher of equality and as such rejected from the very 
beginning. Goethe is rejected as too contemplative, too much concerned with 
preserving. Schopenhauer is there presented as a true educator but this 
Schopenhauer, as Nietzsche knew already at the time, was already Nietzsche in 
the guise of Schopenhauer. The true Schopenhauer, the true pessimist, was re¬ 
jected from the yfery beginning. 

Now why Is he called the soothsayer? He doesn't speak at all of the future, 
or does he? He speaks about the future by denying a future. There is no future. 
After Nietzsche, and with the use of Nietzschean means, Spengler's Decline of 
the West. 

In the sequel is the description of a terrifying dream which Zarathustra had, 
page 2^6: 

"I had turned ny back on all life, thus I dreamed. I had become a night 
watchman and a guardian of tombs upon the lonely mountain castle of death. 

Up there I guarded his coffins: the musty vaults were full of such marks 
/of triumph. Life that had been overcome, looked at me out of glass coffins. 

I breathed the odor of dusty eternities: sultry and dusty lay my soul. And 
who could have aired his soul there? 


;\nd I pressed the key and tried to lift the gate and exerted myself; but still 
it did not give an inch. Then a roaring wind tore its wings apart; whistling, 
shrilling, and piercing, it cast up a black coffin before me. 

And amid the roaring and whistling and shrilling the coffin burst and 
spewed out a thousandfold laughter. And from a thousand grimaces of children, 
angels, owls, fools, and butterflies as big as children, it laughed and mocked 
and roared at me. Then I was terribly frightened; it threw me to the ground. 
And I cried in horror as I have never cried. And my own cry awakened me—— 
and I came to my senses." 

Zarathustra himself had been a pessimist, Nietzsche himself had been a pupil 
of Schopenhauer. But then he had a dream, a dream of regeneration, of a new 
life. But, as it appears, it is only a caricature of a new life. In the sequel 
the disciple interprets the dream. He sees only that Zarathustra is the sooth¬ 
sayer of the overcoming of death. This soothsayer is ambiguous: he is a pessi¬ 
mist and Zarathustra in the extreme. But this interpretation is wrong or at 
least insufficient as is indicated at the end of this speech. Is then Zarathustra 
not the redeemer from death? 


(New tape) 




Tula speech, as well as the next and then the last of this part of Zarathustra, 
will not end with "Thus spoke Zarathustrao" These three speeches correspond to 
the three songs—-The Night Song, Dancing Song, Tomb Song. The last speech which 
did not end with "Thus spoke Zarathustra," was The Tomb Song and here again 'the 
dream o 

Now we come to the speech of redemption which is the most important speech of 
this section of the second part. But before I turn to that I would like to 
know whether you have any question. 

(In answer to a question): There is something which is missing and which is 
identified in a very provisional way in the next speech. But the great pessimism 
i3 already clear: the heart of the earth is gold. If this is so, then the 
world cannot be the worst of all possible worlds. At the end of the first part 
he spoke of the new morning, following the evening. But at that time we didn't 
know yet why this is necessary. That is the first speech in which the subject 
of the eternal return comes up to that extent that we can see Nietzsche's reason 
for it is in the next speech. 

Question about the relation between reason and the will to power. 

The will to power appears to be on the one hand a recent doctrine, starting from 
phenomena and leading us up to the will to power as the ground. He partly 
did that in the speech on self—overcoming. Or, is the will to power a mere 
postulate? But even if it is a postulate, must there not be some reasons why 
the postulate is required? If someone makes an assertion which has no plausi¬ 
bility at all, that wouldn't do under any circumstances. Bit if the man proves 
by his way of thinking and in all other possible ways that he is a genius, that 
would not moke any impression on anyone I hope. The question, then, is some 
reasoning surely must come in. The question is only whether the reasoning has 
this character that he leads us up to a certain point, say to an insoluble prob¬ 
lem, and then he suggests something which is no longer demonstrable. Only in 
retrospect can he suggest that this is a solution to the problem, he can ascend 
no further. This would be one way in which it could be done. In other words 
there must be some reason. The point is only to what extent can it be sufficient 
reasoning. 

(In answer to a question): This self-accusation "are you a wooer of truth or 
are you a madman, a poet?" That problem remains unclear until the end. Yet, 
the kinship between the philosopher and the poet is much closer in Nietzsche 
than it was in the world of philosophy. That is one of the great difficulties. 

Let us now begin the next speech. This speech continues the argument of the 
speech on self—overcoming. The self-overcoming is not only the 3 elf-overcoming 
of the lower by the higher will, but of the will as such. It must be redemption 
from the will in a sense and we can say this is the turning point of the whole 
work. I believe this speech is almost literally the center of the book. 

Remember also the first speech in the first part where he distinguished between 
the spirit of the camel—thou shalt; the spirit of the lion—I will; and the 
spirit as child, for which he did not give a name. I will is somewho not the 
highest, and yet it mU3t he will somehow. Now let us begin at .the beginning: 

When Zarathustra crossed over the great bridge one day the cripples and 

beggars surrounded him, and a hunchback spoke to him thus: 



5 Beholdi Zarathustra. The people too learn from you and come to believe 
in your doctrine; but before they will believe you entirely one thing is 
still needed: you must first persuade us cripples. Now here you have a 
fine selection and, verily, an opportunity with more than one handle. You 
can heal the blind and make the lame walk; and from him who has too much 
behind him you could perhaps take away a little. That, I think, would be 
the right way to make the cripples believe in Zarathustra." 

The hunchback suggests to Zarathustra that he, too, become a healer. 

But Zarathustra replied thus to the man who had spoken: "When one takes 
away the hump from the hunchback one takes away his spirit—thus teach the 
people. And when one restores his eyes to the blind man he sees too many 
wicked things on earth, and he will curse whoever healed him. But whoever 
makes the lame walk does him the greatest harm: for when he can walk his 
vices run away with him—thus teach the people about cripples. And why 
should Zarathustra not learn from the people when the people learn from 
Zarathustra? 

In other words, Zarathustra declines the suggestion of the hunchback and 
justifies his decli n i ng on the basis of popular wisdom. Even the people know 
that the defective is necessary and in this sense good. 

"But this is what matters least to me since I have been among men: to see 
that this one lacks an eye and that one an ear and a third a leg, while there 
are others who have lost their tongues or their noses or their heads. I 
see, and have seen, what is worse, and many things so vile that I do not 
want to apeak of everything; and concerning some things I do not even like 
to be silent: for there are human beings who lack everything, except one 
thing of which they have too much—human beings who are nothing but a big 
eye or a big mouth or a big belly or anything at all that is big. Inverse 
cripples I call them. 

And he develops this. The bodily defects are the least important ones. The 
greatest defects are not seen by the people at all. The greatest defects are 
the defects of those men whom the people revere as great men. Here this ques» 
tion arises: popular wisdom has made the assertion that the defective is neces- 
sary and in this sense good. Can one say of these greatest defects too that 
they are necessary? Let us turn to an earlier passage on page 209. 

And some who turned away from life only turned away from the rabble: they 
did not want to share well and flame and fruit with the rabble. 

And some who went into the wilderness and suffered thirst with the beasts 
of prey merely did not want to sit around the cistern with filthy camel 
drivers. 

And some who came along like annihilators and like a hailstorm to all 
orchards merely wanted to put a foot into the gaping jaws of the rabble to 
plug up its throat. 

The bite oa which I gagged the most i3 not the knowledge that life itself 
requires hostility and death and torture-crosses—but once I asked, and I 
was almost choked by my question: ’./hat? does life require even the rabble? 
Are poisoned wells required, and stinking fires and soiled dreams and maggots 
in the bread of life? 
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Here you see again: the bodily defects are a minor question. Let us turn 
back to page 250 * 

When Zarathustra had spoken thus to the hunchback and to those whose mouth¬ 
piece and advocate the hunchback was, he turned to his disciples in profound 
dismay and said: "Verily, my friends, I walk among men as among the frag¬ 
ments and limbs of men* This is what is terrible for my eyes, that I find 
man in ruins and scattered as over a battlefield or a bitcher-field* And 
when my eyes flee from the now to the past, they always find the same: 
fragments and limbs and dreadful accidents—but no human beings* 

"The now and the past on earth—alas, my friends, that is what I find 
most unendurable; and I should not know how to live if I were not also a 
seer of that which must come. A seer, a wilier, a creator, a future himself 
and a bridge to the future—and alas, also, as it were, a cripple at this 
bridge: all this is Zarathustra* 

"And you too have often asked yourselves, ’Who is Zarathustra to us? 

What sha ll we call him? And, like myself, you replied to yourselves with 
questions. Is he a promiser? or a fulfiller? A conqueror? or an inheritor? 
An autumn? or a plowshare? A physician? or one who has recovered? Is he a 
poet? or truthful? A liberator? or a tamer? good? or evil? 

"I walk among men as among the fragments of the future—that future which 
I envisage. And this is all my creating and striving, that I create and 
carry together into One what is fragment and riddle and dreadful accident. 

What he says here is this: Hitherto all men, including Zarathustra, were 
fragments, scattered parts* Noone was complete. Some centuries prior to 
Nietzsche people had talked of a complete man in terms of a universal man* 

From this point of view we may say the superman would seem to be the universal 
man. 

Differently stated: Hitherto chance ruled and this leads to the following no¬ 
tion of the future: the conquest of chance, conquest and fragmentariness* 

We have seen this conquest of chance and fragmentariness before* Let us turn 
to page 189: 

Not only the reason of millennia, but their madness too, breaks out in us* 

It is dangerous to be an heir. Still we fight step by step with the giant, 
accident; and over the whole of humanity there has ruled so far only non¬ 
sense—no sense* 

In other passages of the Zarathustra, for example on page 183 , par. 5, you will 
find the superfluous ones should never have been bom. In later writings 
Nietzsche expresses this in a much more extreme way. For example, in the 
Scce Homo, in the chapter on the birth of tragedy, he says: "Every new party 
of life which takes into its hands the greatest of all tasks, the higher 
breeding of the human race, including the merciless extinction of everything 
decadent and parasitical, will make possible again that too much of life on 
earth out of which early Greek culture has stemmed." What does this mean? 

Men have been incomplete up until now, some even decadent and parasitical. 
Doesn’t the conquest Qf chance, practically speaking, consist in a eugenics 



90 


which includes from 'she point of view of beyond good and evil the extinction 
of the low, the sick and the degenerate. That this element exists in Nietzsche 
would be dishonest to deny. But it is indeed not the highest level in Nietzsche, 
the level of Zarathustra. In this speech he speaks of redeeming chance, which 
is not the same as conquering chance. He had also spoken earlier-—in self- 
overcoming—*of knowledge as redeeming being, as distinguished from conquering 
being. 

Now, what does this redemption of chance mean? That he explains in the sequel♦ 

And how could I bear to be a man if man were not also a creator and guesser 
of riddles and redeemer of accidents? 

;, To redeem those who lived in the past and to recreate all 'it was' in¬ 
to a 'thus I willed it*—that alone should I call redemption. 

Redemption of chance, of accident, of the fragments; and they are what they 
are by virtue of the human past. In this sense redemption of the past. But 
redemption is not conquest but affirmation of chance, of the past, of the frag¬ 
ments. This is a very radical and surprising change which we must try to un¬ 
derstand. First of all one could say that this is a wholly unnecessary sug¬ 
gestion because redemption is implied in the conquest of chance. Th i nk of 
Marxian and other doctrines. Is the redemption of the past not implied in the 
fact that the past is the basis of the future? All suffering and idiocy of the 
past was required to bring about the consummation. Is this not the vindication 
of suffering and idiocy? This was seen already by Kant in his sketch on the 
philosophy of history and taken up by Hegel and Marx. We can say now only this 
much3 this is not what Nietzsche means. 

Will—that is the name of the liberator and joy-bringer; thus I taught you, 
my friends. But now learn this too* the will itself is still a prisoner. 
Willing liberates; but what is it that puts even the liberator himself in 
fetters? 

The previous teaching regarding the will was fundamentally incomplete because 
it did not consider the essential limitation of the will. That is what con¬ 
cerns him now. 

e It was*—that is the name of the will's gnashing of teeth and most secret 
melancholy. Powerless against what has been done, he is an angry spectator 
of all that is past. The will cannot will backwards; and that he cannot 
break time and time's covetousness, that is the will's loneliest melancholy. 

Thl« expression 'it was' occurs in a very emphatic way already in the beginning 
of Advantage and Disadvantage of History. There he says that man is an animal 
which cannot forget. The brutes forget immediately. Man lives, therefore, 
as much in the past as in the present. Remembering the past makes it impos¬ 
sible for us to be as completely sincere as the brutes, prevents us from 
being entirely what we are—namely what we are now—we are also always what 
we no longer are. Our existence is an laperfectum which can never be perfected. 
Men cannot forget. Hence he sees everywhere becoming, as distinguished from 
being. This applies especially to the way in which he sees himself? in which 



91 


clis Anc.iv~.dua.L seas ulmself. To the extent to which a roan cannot forget thera 
ia no being, no character. Only to the extent to which men can forget, to the 
extent to which man can be unhistorical, can he be creative, for creation is 
in the moment, in the present moment. But this forgetting of the past does 
not liberate us from the past, from the fragmentariness, from the ape in us. 

Here in Zarathustra the argument runs as follows: The will desires to be sov¬ 
ereign, to be simply creative, but it depends on the given, that is to say, on 
the past. The will is impotent regarding the past as past. The past is ir¬ 
revocable, the past cannot be willed. But past is not only one of the three 
dimensions of time—past, present, future—it is the character of time as such; 
time passes. In rebelling against the past, the will rebels against time, 
against the desire of time, that is to say, the desire to pass away. But, we 
may ask again: was the past not willed when the future was willed? The past, 
we said, is a condition of the future. let, this overlooks the fact that the 
past was , without being willed, the willing comes in only afterwards. Will, 
then, is frustrated by the past, by time. Now, what does the will do in order 
to counteract its defeat by time? This question is answered in the sequel* 

"Willing liberates; what means does the will devise for himself to get rid 
of his melancholy and to mock his dungeon? Alas, every prisoner becomes a 
fool; and the imprisoned will redeems himself foolishly. That time does 
not run backwards, that is his wrath; ’that which was* is the name of the 
stone he cannot move. And so he moves stones out of wrath and displeasure, 
and he wreaks revenge on whatever does not feel wrath and displeasure as 
he does. Thus the will, the liberator, took to hurting; and on all who can 
suffer he wreaks revenge for his inability to go backwards. This, indeed 
this alone, is what revenge is: the will’s ill will against time and its 
1 it was.’ 

"Verily, a great folly dwells in our will; and it has become a curse for 
everything human that this folly has acquired spirit. 

"The spirit of revenge, my friends, has so far been the subject of man's 
best reflection; and where there was suffering, one always wanted punishment 
too. 


What, then, does the will do in order to counteract its defeat by the passing 
of time? Nietzsche's answer: it turns into revenge. As he said, man’s best 
thought was his spirit of revenge. All previous thought, including the best, 
is characterized by the spirit of revenge. What does this mean? The will 
negates what it cannot will, it negates the past, time, passing away, the 
perishable. The will conjectures something imperishable, unchanging, eternal. 
It engages in a flight from the perishable into the afterworld, into calumny 
of the earthly. The will postulates eternity in order to escape from time, 
from passing away, from death. Differently stated: the eternal is a postulate 
in order to escape from uncertainty, because the eternal or sempiternal is 
the only subject of knowledge proper. Here, then, Nietzsche gives his final 
a n a lysis of philosophy in the pre—Nietzschean sense of the term—it is an 
escape from time. In the sequel Nietzsche shows how this is connected with 
the moralistic interpretation which pervaded the past and, to some extent, 
Nietzsche’s own time. Therefore, what he calls in his more popular later 
writings "the spirit of resentment" which characterizes the biblical tradition 
and modern morality. Nietzsche has spoken of the spirit of revenge before. 

He traced the egalitarian revolution to the spirit of revenge. In a vulgar 
sense this has of course been said: the poor are envious of the rich. 



The spirit of revenge is effective in the egalitarian revolution and it is 
effective in all earlier thought—biblical or philosophic. What is that con¬ 
nection? The eternal or sempiternal is only a derivative from the temporal* 
but this derivation is due to man's desire to escape from the temporal, to 
escape from the perishable. Therefore man postulates something which is in 
no way exposed to a tradition. But# after all# you have only to road Marx 
and Engels to see that there is nothing eternal about the egalitarian revo¬ 
lution. Or is this a deception? Well, what about the realm of freedom? 

If something eternal is postulated and accepted, when this is regarded as 
higher in dignity than the perishable# a degradation of human life is the 
consequence of the admission of the eternal. Now# ideas are regarded as 
eternal. The ideas as such render questionable the actual or the real# be¬ 
cause even if something actual should be in agreement with the ideas it owes 
its dignity to the idea, it does not have dignity in itself. The idea as idea 
remains the standard. Every idea is in principle# therefore# conducive to 
revolutionary purposes. Any universal or abstract principle has necessarily 
a revolutionary and disturbing effect and this is the origin of the revolu¬ 
tionary movements of modern times which# after all# started from the eternal 
or natural rights of man. This was pushed aside in the 19th century# but 
it still lingered on. But there is no transcendent standard# no ideals. 

But what about the superman? Does the project of the superman not include a 
condemnation of previous men? Has Nietzsche not been moralizing throughout 
the work, condemning previous men and especially the last man? The superman 
must somehow include acceptance of the previous men and of the last man. 

(In answer to a question): The past is irrevocable and is no longer in any 
way subject to the will. It can# nevertheless# be willed. That's the para¬ 
dox toward which he is driving. Paradox# however# does not mean here ab¬ 
surdity. It means simply deviating from aocepted opinion. 

Take the superman: Given this tremendous power and desire# technical knowledge# 
etc. Why not a society of supermen? In a certain sense, the realm of freedom 
is# of course# the society of supermen. All are creative# redeemed from neces"- 
sity all become creative. What is Nietzsche's objection to this? Why is this 
impossible from his point of view or undesirable? Why shouldn't the man who 
says extinction of all degenerates not also engage in speculation about the 
most extreme achievements? Is there not a certain tension between the criticism 
of all previous men and yet demanding the survival in this time and age of all 
these intellectuals? If inequality presupposes a higher dignity of human 
beings one cannot wish for the abolition of inequality. Nietzsche's doctrine 
somehow presupposes that there is an order of nature. What is the status of 
nature? Has he not undermined completely the notion of nature by the same 
reasoning by which objective truth has been called ihto question? The willing 
of the past is that act by which nature creates is in a fantastic way debased 
by the will of Zarathustra which wills the past. 

(In answer to a question about "chance” in Nietzsche's teaching): For example# 
the superman as Nietzsche understands him# necessarily presupposes Christianity. 
If the superman is Caesar with the soul of Christ, from Nietzsche's point of 
view# there is no possibility in the Hegelian way of constructing the emergence 
of Christianity as an essential necessity; it just happened. To this extent# 
the notion of the superman cannot be understood as part of an intelligible, 
teleological process. 
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April 27 

We have reached the center of Zarathustra and should reconsider the whole 
problem by beginning at the beginning. Before we awake to awareness of the 
fundamental questions we have already made up our minds, or our minds have 
been made up for us by others* Before we begin to think—>which means to 
think for ourselves— we possess already opinions or convictions. In a so¬ 
ciety like ours those opinions frequently stem from philosophies. There are 
always in societies like ours, ruling schools of thought into which we grow uj 
Prior to our own investigations we cannot know which of these present day 
schools, if any, possesses the truth, or teaches the truth. So we oust be 
duly respectful in regard to each of these schools, at least to begin with. 

But for the same reason we must withhold this respect for all we know to be¬ 
gin with any of these schools which taught in the past may have taught the 
truth. We are, of course, inclined to be more impressed by the contemporary; 
the contemporary which is the most audible—let us say the most noisy, the 
most powerful—and we are inclined to mistake that which rules for the heights 
or that which deserves to rule* In lesser things we see easily that this re¬ 
spect for the powerful and establis h ed, merely because it is powerful and 
established, is foolish or vulgar* But with regard to the power of contempo¬ 
rary tnought we are much more easily deceived* One reason is this: Only 
contemporary schools of thought can possess knowledge of the contemporary 
situation. But, knowledge of the contemporary situation is of no use what¬ 
ever, If we do not possess knowledge of the principles in the light of which 
the contemporary situation is to be understood, to be judged and to be de¬ 
veloped. Thinkers who knew absolutely nothing of the contemporary situation 
may well have possessed knowledge of those principles and vice versa. 

let, however open-minded and truly liberal we may wish to be, those inclina¬ 
tions and ins ights drive each of us toward one or the other available schools 
of thought. Very, very, few men at any time tried to walk a way never before 
trodden by any man before* Now, prior to investigation, these man who tried 
to walk a way never before trodden by any man before, do not deserve higher 
respect than the available schools, for these ways may be the ways of madness. 
But on the other hand, we must also say, they have the same right to be heard 
as anyone else if they fulfil the minimum requirements, the fulfilment of 
which gives a man the right to be heard. They have a right not to be silenced 
on the ground they thought something unheard of, or that they teach something 
entirely new. We cannot reject their teachings because it contradicts all 
previous renowned teachings* We cannot demand of these innovators that they 
must jus t i f y themselves before the tribunal of accepted opinion, for they 
deny the authority of that tribunal and they deny it rightly. There is no 
used reading of the context, there is no right of the first occupants in 
the realm of the mind. You know what this means, the right of the first 
occupant* A simile for it would be "first come, first served," which is a 
very healthy principle, but in matters of possession. In the realm of the 
mind such right cannot be admitted. 

Now, if we look around us we see four schools of thought: Positivism, 
existentialism, Marxism and communism. In the academic life of the West, 
especially in the Anglo-Saxon countries, as we all know, there is a pre¬ 
ponderance of positivism. The claim of positivism is not baseless. Positivism 



is based on the only authority which* in one way or another* is still recog¬ 
nized by everyone today, the authority of modern natural science and it is 
further based on the reasonable demand for unity of knowledge. From these 
two premises it follows that the universal extension of the successful methods 
of natural science, that is to say fundamentally of the methods of mathematical 
physics, to every subject matter, above all to man and the human affairs, must 
be demanded. In other words, these people say the only genuine knowledge is 
scientific knowledge and what scientific knowledge is is defined by the anal¬ 
ysis of scientific method as practiced today* But there is this difficulty: 

Is it possible to extend the scientific 3 tudy along the methods of natural 
science to man and human affairs without distorting and impoverishing the 
phenomena as we know them prior to the scientific treatment? Is man not sui- 
generous, is there not an essential difference between man and non-man? Does 
the scientific study of man not amount to the understanding of men in terms 
of the sub-human? Does this not imply a degradation of man? The explicit 
form which positivism takes in application to man is the distinction between 
facts and values. Before the tribunal of science, that is to say before the 
tribunal of the highest form of knowledge, the only form of genuine knowledge, 
all values are equal. This leads in effect, by a simple consideration of 
statistics, to a preponderance of the lowest values and therewith to the degra¬ 
dation of man. Is a value—free social science possible at all? As you may 
know, I think it is not. But I cannot now enter onto this well-trodden way. 

If the insufficiency of positivism is realized, but the positivistic conception 
of science and knowledge is fundamentally accepted, existentialism arises. 

I know that this needs many qualifications, but allow me for the time being 
this freedom. Existentialism is the contemporary alternative to positivism, 
for both communism and Marxism have their roots in positivistic thought. 
Existentialism has two roots historically: Kierkegaard and Nietzsche. 
Kierkegaard was a Christian and his whole teaching served the establishment of 
the Christian plane. The philosophic root of existentialism is, therefore, to 
be sought in Nietzsche and in Nietzsche alone. There are other reasons sup¬ 
porting thaio In the first place, Kierkegaard who lived more than a hundred 
years ago, became known outside of Denmark only in the early decades of this 
century in the wake of Nietzsche's entrance. We further could refer to the 
testimony of the existentialist, the greatest representative of it, Heidegger. 
To understand existentialism one must start from Nietzsche. 

There is a further consideration: Nietzsche is the critic of communism, on 
the basis of the same principle which is also the basis of communism and this 
principle is formulated by Nietzsche in the sentence "God is dead." But the 
question is, must we not question the modern premises as such, the premises 
common to positivism, Nietzsche and Marxism. This is done, in effect, by 
communism, although the communism of our age is neo-communism, therefore not 
simply identical with original communism. However this may be, within com¬ 
munion as a philosophy, disregarding the theological part, and therefore also 
the philosophical teaching of classical antiquity on which communism rests— 
Plato, Aristotle, Cicero, etc.—we find the notion of natural law and natural 
right. This notion which is rejected by all present-day schools, compels us 
to go beyond the horizon of the contemporary. We approach Nietzsche, therefore, 
from the point of view as to explicit or implicit relation to natural right. 
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The notion of natural right or natural law—I do not go now into the question 
of the difference—is based on the premise that nature gives us guidance in 
matters of human conduct, that nature is good. The modern rejection of natural 
right is based on the questioning of this premise. This questioning is ex¬ 
pressed in Descartes' universal doubt, in the suspicion that we might owe our 
being to an evil spirit, it is implied in the notion of the conquest of nature, 
and, for example, in Hobbes' notion of the state of nature as a state to be 
avoided, to be left. The place of nature is taken in modern thought first by 
reason and then by histoiy. 

The peculiar position of Nietzsche is this: He starts from history as the 
guiding concept and tries to restore nature, bypassing reason. He bypasses 
reason on the basis of his criticism of reason. Reason—the ego—is only the 
servant of the self and the self, as he puts it in an overstatement, is the 
body. One could etxpect for a moment that the movement ojf Nietzsche's thought 
goes from history to natural right. That this is not entirely wrong we shall 
see later. But, on the main, this expectation is disappointed. There is some 
obstacle to the restoration of natural right in Nietzsche's thought. What 
is that obstacle? Perhaps this obstacle is the modern obstacle and by trying 
to understand it we can understand the modern premise more dearly. 

Nietzsche's chief work, according to his own deliberations, is Thus Spoke 
Zarathustra. The starting point, as you remember, is Qod is dead. This is 
the greatest event in the life of man, his supreme crisis. The primary con¬ 
sequence of this event is the prospect of the last man. The man who has 
ceased to aspire, who knows no longer any heroism, any dedication, any reverence. 
Only comfortable self-preservation which protects itself by psychoanalysis. 
Needless to say that Nietzsche does not speak of psychoanalysis because psycho¬ 
analysis emerged out of Nietzsche. Nietzsche merely says, 'bio shepherd and 
no herd, everyone wills the same, everyone is the same, everyone is equal." 

He who feels differently goes voluntarily to the lunatic asylum. Bit this 
formulation of Nietzsche presupposes, of course, that there is no cure for 
feeling differently, whereas psychoanalysis is such a cure. In other words, 
psychoanalysis really completes Nietzsche's vision of the last man—perfect 
conformity. Nietzsche's presentation of the last man is a presentation from 
the anti-communist point of view, of what the communist realm of freedom would 
in fact be. The communist realm of freedom claims to be the stage where 
human creativity, as the creativity of all and each, begins. But, as Nietzsche 
suggests, the realm of freedom is utterly incompatible with any creativity. 

Yet, while the movement in the direction of the last man is very powerful, 
its victory is not necessary. The death of Qod which makes possible the 
greatest degradation of man—the last man—makes also possible the highest 
elevation of man. The denial of all super-human beings makes possible that 
man himself becomes super-human. This is the meaning of the expression the 
superman. The superman is characterized by creativity, by conscious creativ¬ 
ity, by consciousness of the fact that all meaning and value originates in man, 
not in God, nor in nature. The superman is a knower, therefore, because he 
has this crucial self-consciousness. Therefore Nietzsche can also call him the 
philosopher of the future. He is, therefore, characterized by pride and deli¬ 
cacy; he is a creator—the pride; he is a vulnerable creator-the delicacy. 
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The delicacy takes the place of pity in particular. The delicacy which re¬ 
spects the pride of others* whereas pity hurts that pride. We must also 
emphasize the fact that this creator is radically lonely and, therefore, in 
the highest degree suffering. The notion of the superman is, to say the least, 
not politically neutral. Nietzsche rejects both the left and the right, both 
the egalitarian revolution and the state. But his appeal to creativity, his 
calling and awakening of the creative individual, is bound to have political 
effects, while Nietzsche is unable to show a way to political action. There¬ 
fore, Nietzsche's political effect leads necessarily to a perversion of his 
teaching. This perversion is fascism. Here is one great difference between 
Nietzsche and Marx. It has been said that both Lenin and Stalin had per¬ 
verted Marxism, and this may be true to a certain extent, but they surely 
perverted Marxist teaching much less than people like Hitler and Mussolini 
perverted Nietzsche's teaching. 

The notion of the superman presupposes the death of God, that is to say the 
rejection of everything unchangeable, unmoved, imperishable. The place of 
being is taken by becoming, the place of eternity is taken by time. But what 
is the essential character of becoming in Nietzsche's view? Nietzsche says, 
"will to power." This doctrine of the will to power is arrived at by starting 
from human phenomena and least of all from political phenomena. What Nietzsche 
has in mind is ak i n to what is called by Dewey and others "growth." That is 
a somewhat difficult expression. In the older notion of growth it was under¬ 
stood that there is a limit to growth. As the German proverb puts it: Care 
has been taken that the trees do not grow into heaven. Therefore, becoming 
is necessarily a movement toward the peak, toward what is, where becoming 
finds its end. I do not deny that there is rot a great deal of difference 
between will to power, as Nietzsche understands it, and growth as Dewey and 
others understand it. Namely this: if beings grow there is no notion of a 
limit. There will be some which will take away the light from the others— 
think of trees in the woods. To put it bluntly: someone will get hurt. 

Either you accept that hurting, or you must do something to stop growth. 

There is no sufficient awareness of this on the part of the people who talk 
of growth, whereas Nietzsche was fully aware of it when he spoke of the will 
to power. 

Now, whatever the primary human phenomena may be for Nietzsche in developing 
the will to power—and I think the phenomenon of knowledge is probably more 
important than anything else—Nietzsche feels compelled to universalize the 
will to power. Will to power is not only the essence of man, will to power 
is the fundamental characteristic of everything living. The will to power 
doctrine is meant to account for the upward movement in evolution, in human 
history, without the assumption of a pre-existing end, a pre-given end, which 
as such elicits the growth, the upward movement. Therefore the will to power 
is strictly applied to Plato's view of eros, the love for something toward 
which you aspire, which is in its own right prior to your own desire. 

The doctrine of the will to power differs from earlier metaphysical suggestions 
not only in substance, because will to power is obviously rot God, but it 
differs also in its mode. There is nothing which is always. Corresponding 
to that, there la no pure mind which perceives that which is alwasy. Reason, 
the intellect, the ego, is a mere surface of the self; hence, knowledge must 



97 


be understood as a function of the whole man. It cannot be understood as an 
actualization of the mere intellect. Knowledge is a function of the whole 
raaa, of the self and the self is the body, of the organism as some people say. 
Knowledge* therefore* is ultimately a modification of the will to power* It is 
an activity of the living being and the living being is essentially the will 
to power. Knowledge is ultimately not perceptive, but creative, imprinting 
a pattern cn the me anin gless given aa distinguished from perceiving a pattern. 
Only knowledge in this sense can be accepted by Nietzsche in the last analysis 
and that he means by one of the songs in the Zarathustra, that there is a 
k i n s h ip between life and wisdom, w isd o m understood as something of the funda¬ 
mental character of life, namely, will to power, i.e., imprinting a pattern, 
not perceiving a pattern. But what does truth come to mean under these con¬ 
ditions? Is not Nietzsche’s doctrine of the will to power a manifestation 
of Nietzsche’s will to power, or of Nietzsche's individuality? With what 
right can he regard this doctrine as superior to other suggestions. All knowl¬ 
edge, as he puts it, is perspeotivity, belonging to a specific perspective and 
possibly valid only with a view to that perspective. There is not the per¬ 
spective of toe knower of the pure mind. There is no objective knowledge; there 
is no objective knowledge which is not fragmentary and, therefore, insufficient 
for giving us guidance. To the extent to which there is something like objec¬ 
tive knowledge, it must be completed by interpretation, as Nietzsche calls it. 
But interpretations have a different cognitive status than toe awareness of 
toe text, toe merely objective and given which noone can gainsay. 

Now, if all knowledge of any relevance is perspectivity, toe superior per¬ 
spective must be the more comprehensive perspective. Accordingly, Nietzsche’s 
doctrine of toe will to power understands itself at a certain stage as toe 
best suggestion hitherto. The philosophy, not the final philosophy, but the 
philosophy of toe future. There is a necessity for that which can be 

stated as follows* If this doctrine of toe will to power is meant to be finally 
true there would be an end of creativity of toe highest order, because from 
Nietzsche*8 point of view the philosophic doctrines are h uman creations. But 
what we want, apparently, is an infinite progress of ever higher creation, of 
ever broader perspectives. In this connection we might read a beautiful 
statement of toe difficulty here in toe last aphorism of Nietzsche’s Dawn of 
the Morning. 

Nietzsche calls philosophy toe most spiritual form of toe will to power. What 
doas this spirituality mean? It means the will to power turned against itself. 
The will to power as we find it in toe organic world and in man most of the 
time, an attempt to overpower and incorporate other things. But on toe highest 
stage, the will to power turned against itself. The polemic intention against 
all spiritualism compels him to overstate toe importance of toe body. 
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What is the "or"? Maybe discover a land which is completely unknown to any¬ 
one, including ourselves. What Nietzsche indicates here is this problem: 
must it not necessarily be directed toward an end of the progress? Is progress 
possible without wishing for a final stage. At one point or another this must 
become clear to us if it is not to be a senseless striving. 

To repeat: Nietzsche has a metaphysical doctrine which differs from all 
earlier metaphysical doctrines. But it is equally important, and perhaps 
more important that it differs from all earlier metaphysical doctrines also 
in its mode and this mode is that the doctrine of the will to power is not 
simply a theoretical doctrine but is somehow connected with Nietzsche's 
creativity. There is a fundamental difference between Nietzsche's perspective 
and all earlier perspectives. Every great thinker has a perspective of his 
own, but the perspectives of all earlier thinkers have something in common 
which distinguishes all of than from Nietzsche's perspective. For all earlier 
philosophers absolutized their perspectives® They did not know that their 
teaching was relative to a specific perspective, whereas Nietzsche knows that 
all knowledge, including his own, is perspectivity. In other words, it is 
the problem you all know even today from vulgar relativism. The will to power 
doctrine may be an interpretation of that insight. Therefore, the inter¬ 
pretation may be Nietzsche's peculiarity, but the insight into the perspective 
character of all knowledge is in itself final. I read you a passage from 
Ecce Homo. The Ecce Homo contains a sunsnary of an appreciation by Nietzsche 
of all his writings. In his appreciation of the Dawn of Morning, section II, 
he say 3 : "tty task is to prepare a moment of the highest self-consciousness 
of mankind, a great noon where mankind looks into the future, where mankind 
leaves the dominion of chance and where it poses the question of the 'why* 
and 'for what' for the first time as mankind." Here is implied that this 
is the creation. Nietzsche claims to be the first who states the question 
and by stating the question he prepares the great noon, the high noon, the 
peak of mankind. There is a peak, there is a finality. Here is implied 
that the question is higher in line than any answer. This question, then, 
supplies the broadest perspective. Not only a broader perspective than any 
other perspective, but the broadest perspective, the absolute perspective. 

Why? Because the essential character of all knowledge has now become clear. 
Or, if we accept the hypothesis of the will to power, the will to power 
has become conscious of itself in Nietzsche and this is the absolute moment. 

In all previous stages the will to power was active in thinkers, but not 
aware of it, now it is aware of it, and that is the radical and absolute 
difference. 

Every world view or system of values is a creation. This is not only an 
assertion of Nietzsche, but it is also taught every freshman in college. 

But this assertion that every world view or system of values is a creation 
is not a creation but an insight and the most fundamental of all insights. 

Or, stated differently: Objective truth, the truth that is discoverable by 
science, for example, ia incomplete. Men can live only by subjective truth. 
This whole thought and the reasoning supporting it, is not itself a subjective 
truth. Human life is a horizon-forming project and, therefore, we can only 
live by such projects, only by creativity, by the creations of ourselves or 
others. But this understanding of human life, as horizon forming project. 

Is not Itself a horizon forming project. Therefore we arrive ultimately at 
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a theoretical insight, which claims to be final , and which is the most important 
insight and, therefore, the final truth. This is not essentially affected 
by the fact that these insights presuppose the experience of creativity. 

Wills the experience of creativity is a pre-supposition of the theoretical, 
thesis? the thesis itself is a theoretical assertion. The truth is dis¬ 
covered on the basis of the first man who had full self-consciousness of 
the creative act. The creative act is of course not the creation of this 
painting and that piece of music, but the first conscious creation of a 
world flaw and a value system. 

There is not the tree world, the objective world, beyond their appearance. 

!•«•* the many subjective worlds, relative to people, relative to individuals, 
and we are concerned with an infinite variety of subjective worlds and on 
this basis with the contention that this subjective world is superior which 
is a creation of the richest individuality. But this creation is, according 
to Nietzsche, accompanied or at least conditioned, by the self-consciousness 
of the mind’s creativity. In this highest phase we may say, the self-con- 
sciousness is objective truth in this sense and the creative act—the sub¬ 
jective . t-imth—coincide. We can perhaps say, the superman stands sis a kind 
of imaginary focus for the coincidence of objective and subjective truth. 

'ffw truth is inaccessible to a non-creative man, that is to say to us who 
are not creative men. But Nietzsche calls us to creativity. 

There is a strict parallel to that in Kierkegaard, namely, the appeal to make 
the jump. This is fundamentally the same problem. Here we can state the 
difficulty simply by mere quotations because this notion, historically speak¬ 
ing, was prepared by a German thinker prior to Kierkegaard, Jacobi. Jacobi 
had a conversation with Lessing in which he demanded from Lessing the sal to 
mortals—the jump. Lessing said that he was to old for jumping, to which 
Jacobi replied, ’’that is not the difficulty, you have only to go on this 
elastic point, and you will be jumped.” To which Lessing remarked, this is 
already the jump, to go to that elastic point. In other words, there is no 
way to talk away the problem, or to minimize it, or to sweeten it. But, 
still one can say, the jump oust somehow be prepared. In plain English, we 
must be led by argument to the point where we can jump from and where the 
case is made for the necessity of the jump. 

But before we continue, we most keep one thing in mind: Nietzsche's notion 
of knowledge or truth is based on the awareness not indeed that there must 
be an absolute moment, but on the awareness that there is an absolute moment. 

The absolute moment is the peak, the high noon of mankind. But, by admitting 
a peak, one admits descent. This descent—in Marxist language what comes 
after the realm of freedom—ends either in everlasting meaninglessness and 
even the extinction of human life altogether, or else return, and then in 
principle eternal return. Nietzsche, in contradistinction to Marx and Hegel, 
faces this problem of the end of the peak. Knowledge is concerned pr imar ily 
or exclusively with nature. Knowledge means, as we have seen, either imprint¬ 
ing a character, the characterless given, or else perceiving the character 
of the given which has in itself a character, articulation. 

A parallel movement of thought, parallel to that we observed regarding knowl¬ 
edge, can also be observed regarding nature. How are Nietzsche's peculiar 
understandings of nature parallel to his understandings of knowledge? 
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I taKe three aphorisms of .Beyond Good.and Evil. The first is Aphorism 9- 

^In moderation, according to nature" you wish to live? Oh noble ocoics! 

How your words deceive! Think of a being li2<e Nature, immoderately waste- ■ 
---moderately indifferent:, devoid of intentions and consideratenesses, 
devoid of compassion and a sense of justice, fruitful and desolate and un¬ 
certain at the same time; think of Indifference on the throne—how could 
you live in moderation according to this indifference? Living—isn’t it 
precisely a wishing—to-be—different from this Nature? Doesn't living mean 
evaluating, preferring, being unjust, being limited, wanting to be differ¬ 
ent? nut supposing your imperative "to live in moderation, according to 
nature" only means "to live in moderation, according to life"—how then 
could you live otherwise? Why make a principle of something that you are 
and have to be? The truth is quite another matter: while rapturously pre¬ 
tending to read the canon of your lav/ out of nature, you actually want the 
opposite—you strange play-actors and self-deceivers! Your pride wants to 
dictate your-morality, your ideal, to nature (even to nature!). It wants 
to incorporate itself in nature; you demand that nature be nature "in 
moderation,- according to the Stoa"; you want to remake all existence to 
mirror your own existence; you want an enormous everlasting glorification 
of stoicism! With, all your love for truth, you force yourselves to see 
nature falsely, i.e. stoically—so long, so insistently, so hypnotically 
petrified, until you can no longer see it any other way. And in the end 
some acysmal arrogance gives you the insane hope that, because you know how 
to tyra nn ize over yourselves (stoicism is self—tyranny), you can also tyran¬ 
nize over nature—-for isn't the Stoic a part of nature? .... But all this 
is an old,- everlasting story. What happened to the Stoics still happens 
today, as soon as a philosophy begins to have faith in itself. It always 
creates the world in its own image; it cannot do otherwise, for philosophy 
is this tyrannical desire; it is the most spiritual will to power, to ‘ 
"creation of the world," to the causa prima. " - ~ 

This is the clearest and most precise formulation of what Nietzsche means ^ 
also by philosophy, a will which imprints itself on the meaningless given. 
Niet z sche's view of science is exactly the same; this is not philosophy in 
the strict and narrow sense. Now, what does he say here? Nature is indif¬ 
ferent, how can it possibly be a guide for man? It becomes a guide for man 
only by falsification. Men infer these ideas in nature and then, of course, 
they find it bad. You all know this thought, for this is what Sabine and 
others say, though not as beautifully, all the time. But Nietzsche suggests 
a change: maybe they do not mean by nature, nature proper, maybe they mean 
by nature life. And then Nietzsche says also life as life does not supply a 
standard because we naturally live according to life, which is, of course, 
based on the premise that life does not have a direction. We may very well 
deviate from the v/ays of life. Man—specific man—say, Hegel, Nietzsche, 

Hobbes, imposes his will to power on the meaningless. His idea has no other 
basis than his will to power. Now, let us turn to a much later aphorism, 
aphorism 230, which also is very interesting but unfortunately much too long, 
so let us read, the end. . 
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They are beautiful, glittering, jtangling, festive words: candor, love for 
truth, love for wisdom, self-sacrifice for insight, heroism of the truthful] 
Something about them swells one's pride. But we anchorites and marmots, we 
have convinced ourselves long ago, in all the secrecy of our anchorite's 
conscience, that this worthy word-pomp too belongs to the old lying bangles, 
to all the deceptive junk and gold dust of unconscious human vanity; that 
even beneath such flattering colors and cosmetics the frightful basic text 
homo natura, must be recognized for what it is. For to retranslate man bach 
into nature, to master the many vain enthusiastic glosses which have been 
scribbled and painted over the everlasting text, homo natura, so that man 
might henceforth stand before man as he stands today before that other 
nature, hardened under the discipline of science, with unafraid Oedipus eyes 
and stopped up Ulysses ears, deaf to the lures of the old metaphysical bird 
catchers who have been fluting in at him all too long that "you are more5 
You are superior! You are of another origin!"—this may be a strange, mad 
task, but who could deny that it is a task! Why did we choose it, this mad 
task? Or, to a sic it with different words, "Why insight, anyway?" Everyone 
will ask us this* And we, pressed for an answer, having asked the same 
question of ourselves hundreds of times, we have found and find no 

better answer. ... 

He had given the answer before, when he said will to power turning against it¬ 
self or the most spiritual form of cruelty as he said in the earlier part of 
this aphorism* Knowledge is the will to power turning against itself; the 
overcoming becomes self-overcoming, in opposition to knowledge as creativity 
which means imprinting one's will to power on the given* What he speaks of 
here—the intellectual honesty—he had spoken before in Zarathustra in the 
speech on the sublime ones, the men who are the ugly hunters for the ugly 
truth* The full dedication to the truth without any sxpectation of guidance 
from it* Here we find to retranslate man into the eternal, fundamental text, 
man is nature, homo natura* What does he mean by that? How is nature here 
understood? Nature is here somehow understood in contradistinction to creativ¬ 
ity, it is not clear thatthe nature meant here is much more than that desolate 
nature, indifference Itself as power, of which fee had spoken in aphorism 9« 

Now let us tuna to aphorism 188. I want to point out one crucial feature. 
Throughout this aphorism the word nature is used in quotes. Only in the 
last few lines does he drop the quotation marks. 

Every morality, in contrast to laisser aller, is a work of tyranny against 
"nature* and also against "reason." But this is not an objection to it— 
not unless one wished to decree (proceeding from some sort of morality) 
that all types of tyranny and irrationality are to be forbidden. What is 
essential and of inestimable value in each morality is that it is a long- 
lasting restraint. To understand Stoicism or Port-Royal or Puritanism, 
it is well to remember the restraints under which any language hitherto has 
reached its peak of power and subtlety—the restraint of metrics, the tyranny 
of rhyme and rhythm. How much trouble have the poets and orators of each 
nation always taken (not excepting several of today's prose writers) with 
an inexorable conscience in their ear, "for the sake of a folly" say the 
Utilitarian fools who think they are clever, "in deference to arbitrary laws" 
say the anarchists who imagine they are "free," in fact freethinkers. The 



strange fact, however, is that everything of freedom, subtlety, boldness, 
aaece, and craftssaanlike certainty that one con find on earth, whether it 
applies to thinking, or ruling, or speaking, or persuading—in the arts as 
well as in codes of conduct—would never have developed save throeah the 
tyranny of such arbitrary laws*" Indeed, the probability is strong that 
bhis xs "nature” and "natural"—and not—iaisser allsrJ Every artist kaowr 
how far his most "natural" condition is from the feeling of letting cassel;. 
go ? , now rigorously and subtly he obeys a thousandfold law ia the moments 
o.i. -inspiration, ’• in his free ordering, locating, disposing, -and fonngivinr, 
how his laws mock at all formulation into concepts, precisely because they 
are so rigorous and well-defined (even the firmest concept, compared to thtn, 
has something teeming, manifold, and ambigous about it). The essential thing 
in heaven and on earth," it seems, is—to say it once more—that there be 
obedience, long continued obedience in some one direction* When this hap¬ 
pens, something worth while always comes of it in the end, something which 
makes living worthwhile? virtue, for example, or art or music or dance or 
reason or spirituality—something that transfigures us, something subtly 
refined, or mad, or divine. The long bondage of the spirit, the long re- 
pressioa in the communicability of thoughts, the discipline assumed by the 
thinker to think within an ecclesiastical or court-imposed system or within 
the framework of -Aristotelian assumptions, the enduring, intellectual will 
to interpret all that happens according to the Christian scheme, to discover 
and justify the Christian God in every accident—all this violence, arbi¬ 
trariness, rigor, gruesomeness and anti-rationality turned out to be the 
means for disciplining the European spirit into strength, ruthless inquisitive¬ 
ness, and subtle flexibility. We must admit, of course, that much which is 
irreplaceable in energy and spirit was suppressed, choked out, and ruined 
in this same process (for here, as everywhere, "nature" shows up as that 
which it is, in all its wasteful and indifferent magnificence which outrages 
us but which is a mark of its distinction). That European thinkers for 
millenniums thought only in order to prove something (today the case is 
reversed and we distrust any thinker who is out to prove something), that 
they always knew very definitely what wa3 supposed to be the result of their 
mosi rigorous thinking (think of the example of Asiatic astrology or today *5 
narmleas Christian—moral interpretation of personal events as happening 
"to the greater glory of God" or "for the good of the soul"!)—all tM« 
tyranny, this arbitrariness, this rigorous and grandiose stupidity haa dis¬ 
ciplined and educated the spirit* It seems that slavery, in both its coarser 
and its finer application$ is the indispensable means for even spiritual 
discipline and cultivation* Look at any morality—you will see that it is 
its "nature" to teach hatred of laisser aller, of too much freedom, and to 
implant the need for limited horizons, for the nearest task. It teaches 
the narrowing of perspectives, in other words stupidity in a certain sense, 
as a necessary condition for life and growth. "Thou ahalt obey, someone 
or other, and for a long time? if not, you perish and lose your last self- 
respect"—this seems to me to be the moral imperative of nature* It Is 
neither categorical, to be sure, as old Kant demanded (observe the "if not"!), 
nor is it directed to any individual. What does nature care about an in¬ 
dividual! But it is directed to peoples, races, times, classes, and—above 
all—to the whole animal known as "man," to mankind. 
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--- here this interesting transition from nature in quotation marks to 
nature without it* 

; • 13 ^ a traditional and, hence, merely questionable 

ullllt* bU ? 121 th ® ? ourse of *** reflection nature becomes non-traditional.^ 

We learn only one thing about nature here: nature dictates obedience. But 
after we have read the speech in Zarathustra of self-overcoming we know al¬ 
ready that this is the root to the thought of Nietzsche because obedience is 
correlative to command and this interplay of obedience and command is the 
characteristic of the will to power. The conclusion from 
his is that nature is the will to power and no longer the mere desolateness 

Se ° f Whi<Sh he **** ** aphorism 9. Nature is 

the wil- to power and there is a variety of levels of the will to cower That 

^„ th8 £/ S a 0raw ’ a tod J, wfeS 

bibliSl 4 ^, 018 Antichrist, ia aphori* 57, Nietzsche contrasts the 

There oorality with the Hindu morality, the code of to. 

Metzsfw*^ dls f! rned the Platonic notion of the natural hierarchy. So, 

1 f i * ™ rd ° n is that it implies a natural order. Nature, 

J 0Z T 18 by bein S willed but in itself. In this strange 

way ietzsche, perhaps only for some moments, restores the platonic position. 

jf 1 ® 1 ® Spends on this doctrine of hierarchy which he very rarely 

coils a natural hierarchy. Nature has become a problem for Nietzsche^ but 

is 1x1 need of ^ this underlies the doctrine of the 
eternal return which we have begun to discuss last time. 

f I ° an °“^ t ° a Ration)! Hie eradication of the will to power would be 
rn fJi? eCaU f® even suicid ® wouldn’t do. Nietzsche would say 

modi«L«ri S 4 .? i3 ^iT a f ier tG Wln nothin S ness than not to will. In abertain 
Wil1 to J power would still be there. The only thing which 

it 16 ?/” n V ?w° m ? 1S ? f the wm to P° wer is the will to power turning 
itself and this is, in the highest form, the attempt to know, not to* 

is Prf ai2 , i« I 8 thI C \J?* , s ftt I** bUt tQ let U be what it is and to see what it 
is. This is the attitude of men of intellectual fortitude, the sublime ones. 

li^icrSlSs^iSl 4 ^^ 84 *" ° f a ^ itaali * is still PCS. 

°f d ^ r 004 to misunderstand Nietzsche you must only think of the alternative 
^ h b ® ^f 3843 ? 8 According to Nietzsche, nature is will to power. One could 
say, according to Plato, nature is eros. Both say becoming and perishing as 

Sr Plf^^if 00 But what is the essence ofthis becoming? 

i^nature it ^ f° methin S a » you think of Aristotle, what 

1 form oi act. Nietzsche rejects this. Nietzsche would say there 
cannot be an entelechy, there cannot be a form which in its operation is the 

° f th8 b ! 1 ? g - F ° r ° n «“ “S>“st towel this SsleaS ^r- 
! here Carmot be ? difficulty in Nietzsche is, of course, that 

he must reserve a peak at the end—the high noon. 

Aristotle starts from the notion that there must be an order of beings. What 

Jis^Sl 18 ,*^* l iatZ f he ls toiw. tost. Nietzsche belS^ oiSfth.t 

t ? G ^ tC P ° wer 0311 make intelligible the genesis of form , in» 
?n^i! ^ Sre , a transcending of a given stage. He has to find a 

formula for nature which accounts for "evolution." 
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The other question is whether it is possible to assert the superiority of 
one stage of human history to an earlier stage without having a standard out- 
aide of the progressive process* The historicist thinkers try to maintain the 
notion of progress while rejecting a transcendence of aim. In the case of 
Hegel and Marx this is supplied by the contradictions* If you Iiave a given 
stage of history you start by contradiction. How* either there is simply a 
decay or, if it remains alive, this nation or class or whatever, there will 
be a higher stage in which the contradiction is solved. It is higher because 
it has solved a problem which was insoluble in the lower stage. In physics 
for example, present-day physics is regarded as higher than Newtonian physics, 
not because they possess the truth, nor because they possess a clearer notion 
of the ideal goal of physics, but simply because they know all of Newton, 
can solve his problems, and can, in addition, solve problems which he could 
not solve. Nietzsche rejects this idea of contradiction because this :la itself 
would lead to the possibility of a final stage in which all contradictions are 
resolved. Nietzsche's primary intention is to find a formula which permits 
the infinity of progress and that means that every stage of man, that there 
is something in man, by virtue of which he transcends it for the mere fact that 
it is given. In a later stage of the argument he says that there must be a 
peak otherwise there cannot be truth. How does this help in understanding the 
genesis of man and how far this would enable one even to say that man is higher 
than the brutes? Could one not say that taking the will to power on a sub¬ 
human level, is not man from that point of view more powerful than all the 
brutes? In other words, he beats them at their own game and, therefore, taking 
the standards of lions and tigers, man, by virtue of his intellect has more 
power than the sub-intellect. 

(part of tape inaudible.) 

The interesting thing in Nietzsche is, I think, that he raises the modem no¬ 
tion of hu man suffering to the highest pitch. . • I believe that in the prob¬ 
lem of the past, of time, is concealed the whole problem of nature. The dif¬ 
ficulty Nietzsche has when he identifies nature with the will to power is to 
explain nature as a not-willed order, as an order which is not intelligible, 
which is due to acts of the will to power, let us say of the character of the 
will to power itself. 

I have tried to show how Nietzsche somehow succeeds without obvious internal 
contradiction, to solve the question of knowledge and the question of nature. 
This does not mean that it is true. It means simply that the immediate and 
massive objections are not immediately justified. We must turn to the diffi¬ 
culty which Nietzsche himself saw and which is discussed in the speech on 
redemption. This difficulty leads him to the doctrine of the eternal return. 
Nietzsche thinks that the only difficulty to which his doctrine is exposed 
is solved by the doctrine of the eternal return. We must see whether th ±3 is 
justified, and secondly, if not, what is the obstacle. 
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April 2 9 

I would like to repeat a part of ray argument of lasttime because it is of 
some difficulty* 

Nietzsche*s doctrine of the will to power, I said, differs from earlier philos¬ 
ophies not only in substance but in its mode as well, for the earlier 
philosophers conceived of themselves as contemplative, as grasping what is* 

And, in particular, what is—this substance—was thought to be the mind* 

They conceived of themselves as expressions of full self-consciousness of the 
mind. But for Nietzsche, contemplative knowledge is inferior to creative 
knowledge* I remind you of his similes, the moon—contemplative knowledge, 
in contradistinction to the sun* The highest form of knowledge is light¬ 
giving and life-giving knowledge* This is the creation of superior men, of 
their free project, rooted in their fundamental will, in their selves. 

If this is so, if all previous philosophies were mistaken in thinking that they 
had grasped the truth independent of this, but that these philosophers were 
actually projecting their Selves, there is of necessity a variety of such 
creations. Now, Nietzsche's first suggestion is this: All knowledge as he 
puts it is perspectivity. There is not the perspective; all knowledge is rela¬ 
tive to a specific perspective* But there are narrower and broader perspectives. 
Nietzsche's own doctrine of the will to power is meant to correspond to the 
best or broadest perspective which has emerged hitherto. Bat he is compelled 
to advance to the assertion that his perspective is not only the broadest per¬ 
spective hitherto, but the broadest perspective, the final perspective, the 
absolute perspective. This absoluteness can be established only by the fact 
that the essence of life or being has now for the first time been grasped, that 
essence being the will to power* The absoluteness of the perspective is estab¬ 
lished by the fact that life has now for the first time become conscious of 
itself, that it knows now what it truly is. There is, then, in Nietzsche's 
doctrine a coincidence of the creative act by virtue of which he posits the 
will to power and of self-consciousness of the creative act and therewith of 
self-consciousness of the essence of life* Nietzsche knows that he is the 
creator of this doctrine, but creation is not only a peculiarity of Nietzsche 
or any other thinker, creativity is the essence of life itself. Life itself 
can be understood only through its peak. At the peak of life, the most 
spiritual will to power, is philosophy. 

Nietzsche's doctrine, I said, is a coincidence of imprinting stamp on what 
is and, at the same time, recognizing this stamp* His poetry, his self-ex¬ 
pression, and his wooing the truth are ultimately the same, although the ten¬ 
sion between his poetry and his wooing the truth remain on every level of 
thought and being except on the highest. This coincidence is very difficult 
to understand* But, on the other hand, it is Important to see that thia is 
not merely a crazy notion of a man who finally went insane, but that there is 
a necessity for this view and we must wonder whether we have a better solution* 

I will explain that: The negative premise of Nietzsche's understanding of 
his knowledge and ultimately of all knowledge is this: There is no pure mind. 
This old platonic, Aristotelian assumption is rejected by him. But, if there 
is no pure mind, cognition must be understood as a function of life, a func¬ 
tion of something which is not mind or reason, or ego, but "deeper." This 
which is deeper than mind is in Nietzsche's view the self. From this it fol¬ 
lows that the understanding of the whole is on the highest level a projection 



ox the self. Bet me state what Wietssscke is driving at somewhat dxfforentlv 
aiid later on contrast it with the view which is sost popular today: 

Philosophy is knowledge of what is» It must be in the last resort understand** 
lag of^all oeings in the light of the highest being* Shat was the traditional 
v..@v«; Ox prii5.osop.hy* It 3iust be understanding of all beings in, the light of 
the highest being, because otherwise the highest would be reduced to the low¬ 
est, which is the characteristic thesis of materialism. But the highest being, 
according to Nietsssche is not God, but can* Now* man changes by virtue of 
ii;,s creative acts* Therefore, if we want to understand what is, we cannot 
possibly leave it by looking at the essence of man—there is no essence of 
saa—but we must look at man in his changes* Differently stated: The various 
philosophies which have existed corresponds to the variety of cultures* That 
means, however, there are many truths, as many truths as there are cultures. 

The varieties of philosophies corresponding to the varieties of selves is 
only a modification of this view, it is not fundamentally different. Now, 
once one becomes aware of the relativity of philosophies to life—be it the 
cultures or the self-one must seek the truth in an entirely different manner 
than one has done before. One must be aware of the fact that cognition in 
the highest sense is creation. But this historical insight is final and one. 
Hence, the corresponding creative act following the historical insight, the 
creative act proportional to the historical insight, can be only one such act 
as the final creation. 

These filings may surely seem to be fantastic to positivists and positivism 
ia the most powerful force in academic life today. The question which one 
must address to positiviaa is this: Positivism claims to be an understanding 
of knowledge, especially of the highest form of knowledge, i.e., of science 
and philosophy is being reduced to an understanding of science as the highest 
form of knowledge. Positivism surely doesn't admit a pure mind so that 
science would be the actuality of the purs mind. It must conceive of science 
as a function of a certain organ!an, the human organism. It must also con¬ 
ceive of science as a historical phenomenon. If this is taken seriously- it 
follows that the scientific view of the whole is one view among a variety of 
such views. With what right can the scientific view claim to he superior to 
the other views? Because it is truer. Bat does not positivism define truth 
on the basis of scientific method? Is then the truth of the scientific world 
view not circular? Positivism cannot say that the scientific view is superior 
because it is better, for no scientific value judgments are possible. Science 
positivistically understood, cannot answer the question, why science? What is 
the meaning of science? For example, there was an article in the American 
Political Science Review in which McCloskey says that conservatives are back¬ 
ward people, implying that liberals are progressive and healthy people. There 
ia a connection between conservatism and obscurantism and liberalism and science. 
This is an implicit attempt to prove the goodness of science. I don't want 
to go into the empirical correctness of McCloskey f s thesis. Bit you see the 
difficulty: Science is identica l with or at least essential to mental health. 
Once he says this he admits objective value judgments and contradicts the 
basic principle of his position. Or, science is merely the preference of some 
fellows and "superstition”, or non-science is the preference of others. The 
question of the goodness of science cannot be answered. If this is so, the 
choice of science is, from the point of view of science, a groundless choice. 

To understand the choice we cannot possibly have recourse to scientific psycho1- 



°3y» for scientific psychology explains the choice of science on the basis 
of the choice of science. The ultimate phenomenon at which we would arrive 
by starting from the positivistic notion is an abyss of freedom which as an 
abyss cannot be understood but only pointed to and that is reduced to a simple 
formula , existentialism. 

Now, as for Nietzsche, the speech about the abyss must be mindful of the fact 
that man, however radically distinguished from the brutes, is an animal. There 
must be, then, a formula, a necessarily enigmatic formula, which comprises all 
living beings, all beings; and this formula is the will to power. Nietz 3 o;ie' s 
problem which is underlying all these immense difficulties, arises from what 
one may call historicism, from the enmeshed and real insight in the essentially 
historical character of all thought. In trying to meet these difficulties, 
Nietzsche became entangled in certain fundamental difficulties which led 
later thinkers not to a return to pre-historiciem, but to suggestions entirely 
different from Nietzsche's although akin to them ultimately. I shall speak 
of this later because this is exactly what existentialism amounts to: an at™ 
tempt to free Nietzsche's critique of all earlier thought from certain apparent iy 
relapses into a universal doctrine. 

But first let me come back to the difficulty of the position as it was felt by 
Nietzsche. 

(In answer to a question): There is indeed a stratum of objective knowledge 
which is in principle unaffected by historical change. Nietzsche’s argument 
in many phases allows for the alternative of objective knowledge which is 
essentially incomplete and not life-giving. But what he is driving at is an 
ultimate unity of the truth. Science rest3 on certain principles which it can 
never establish, which it presupposes. To mention only the most massive one, 
the principle of causality. The question is, what is the status of this prin¬ 
ciple? Is it a mere hypothesis or is it necessary and evident? Since the 
days of Hume it is assumed that the principle of causality cannot be described 
as a rational principle and Ilume attempted a psychological explanation—habit 
and custom. That is seen today as inadequate* A psychological explanation 
is not a validation of the principle of causality. A deeper inspection of 
the history of science shows that there is a great variety of such hypothesis 
and even a sequel of such hypotheses, a history of the fundamental premises 
of human thought. A history of "systems of categories." If you say science 
works, the other systems also work. Science works according to its criteria 
of working, steady progress and steady refining of its methods. But why is 
this a necessary criterion? Positivists cannot answer these questions. There 
was a time where people said this magic science didn't have any effect. If 
one enlarges this simple coramon-sensical consideration one arrives at the view 
that science is a human effort by which men can reliably predict and this 
concern with prediction must be understood as required for the needs of men. 

That was the older view. 

When Nietzsche opposes the will to power to the will to life, the will to 
life would never make intelligible the concern with overcoming, transcending, 
which is most visible on the highest level of human life which, according to 
Nietzsche, is ultimately the only way you can account for evolution. If a 
man develops a new theory, even in science, there is some value, the present 
theories are not quite sufficient. He must invent something. What about the 
status of these so-called creative acts? Surely they will be submitted to 
certain tests. Nietzsche would also admit this. Therefore, he can call the 
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will to power a hypothesis. But there is this difference: Since it is a 
doctrine regardxhg man, the proper test is not in a laboratory, since Nietzsche 
calls men to a greater effort, tests can only be given by life. Nietzsche 
talks of experiment, in German Versuch, But Versuch——experiment—is in 
German almost Versuchung—temptation. The true experiment of the doctrine 

whether it can be lived upon. Nietzsche would grant that any labora¬ 
tory test of present-day man would not concern the possibility of the superman 
because that possibility has not been tested. The fact of the matter is* that 
we cannot do away with the simple old-fashioned notion of knowledge, of truth 
wlich in certain severe modifications lives on in modern science. 

How do we get higher notions of life? Man was originally not much better than 
an ape. How come that we have a much richer understanding of time? Not be¬ 
cause there is a tendency in man as man toward perfection which is determined 
by his nature. His answer would be that he is the heir of a very great tra¬ 
dition, the Greek and the Biblical tradition. Man has become much more thaw 
an ape could possibly be by creative acts. He begins by remembering the 
great tradition but the moulders of morality eventually outlived that morality. 
This cannot be anticipated at the beginning because you cannot know the out¬ 
come. And then certain individuals, f.e., Napoleon and Goethe, show a new 
possibility of man which never existed before. Nietzsche tries to get a 
coherent picture of this new possibility. In other words, the historical 
consciousness enters into the recognition of good. Nietzsche says that every¬ 
thing good is inherited, which means that everything good is acquired. Man 
does not have a natural gift in the sense that he has those imposed on him 
by nature nor are there any goals dictated to him by his own reason. All such 
goals originate in creative acta, in acts which could not possibly be antici¬ 
pated before they were made. There is no teleology and therefore Nietzsche 
starts from this accumulated evidence which in its present form is in a state 
of decay. The peaks of former creations are now seen by as insufficient 
for man who has been thoroughly moulded. Up to now all societies have been 
partial societies, however large they may have been. But now man is confronted 
with the task of becoming the ruler of the earth in a more strict sense, namely, 
that the human race has a unity and will have to rule. This radical change in 
the situation of man which is greater than the transition from the so-called 
city states to the national state because in all these other cases there was 
always an enemy outside, and this is i n significant compared to the emergence 
of a single society. For this all previous knowledge is insufficient. 

The fundamental disproportion between rationality used through insight and 
the complete absence of reason regarding the foundation is surely a funda¬ 
mental dsfeot. The historical consciousness the alleged awareness that we 
cannot transcend a specific historical horizon, can never reach the horizon 
of man as man, is today very common. The official positivistic view is that 
science as science is somehow exempt from historicism, whereas values are not. 
The question is whether science can escape that flux of history. 

For Nietzsche there was a peak from which man has fallen ever since, and that 
was early Greece, Greece prior to Socrates. But that is only part of the'story. 
He polemically overstated his own "completeness.” Aa you have seen in the 
Zarathustra, however, there is something wholly alien to the Greeks, loving 
man for the sake of God, and this is the highest flight of man hitherto, as 
he says. What does this mean? The love of man for the sake of something 
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superior to man. There is no valid reason, no pattern and yet at a certain 
moment a problem presents itself. Now, for the first time man understands 
hat ideas are creations. Therefore, from this moment on the final value 
a £ ste ? P° s f ible * Poking back, this is the peak. One can try to recon¬ 
struct in a given way how this meeting of Greek thought and Christianity 
emerged in Nietzsche®s solution. ^ 

! V,a ?v^ chanse ^ : TJ ' e difference between Hegel and Nietzsche in this respect 
is this: for Hegel the final understanding follows the completion of history. 
The perfect society xa followed by Hegel’s understanding of this society and 
histopr, i.e, by the understanding of the completion of the creative acts. 

JN>r Nietzsche 3 the height of self-consciousness precedes the point of view. 
Therefore there is an open future in Nietzsche and Marx, there is no open 
future in Hegel. 

*££55 5 ISSSSii *•* “ re - read 0161034 •* «■» 

*? th ® « reat noon when ®an stands in the middle of his way be- 
ST beast and overman and celehrates his way to the evening as 2s 
highest hope: for it is the way to a new morning. 

and 3063 Und9r blesa him3elf for being one who goes over 

• 52 ?!’ 0f hiS knowled se win stand at high noonfor him. 

S ° dss n ° w we waafc the overman to live”--on that great 
noon, let this be our last will. greai; 

Thus spoke Zarathustra. 

STw^i*** Pa S t 1 J* f0llOW8 that at bhe high noon the superman is willed, 
th ® rs ' TakiE f «»eae temporal designations, we would have to say, 

^2eL^ Se^J is 1118 hi ^ est hope, but man’s highest hope Kthe 
superman, therefore the superman has to be located in the evening. The even- 

i3 ,jf°^ 1 ^ wad Jy a surely, and the night is followed by a new raom- 

^ b7 that? ** and thefa <SZ£? 

^ f 11 Posable history, the destruction of the human rice- 

eternal return. Nietzsche has this great difficulty: all futurists, meaning 
most modern men, living in the expectation of a future of the human race S 
do not face the question that this future however glorious it may be will 
oe followed by the destruction of the human race, LcordSg lo^tthe 

^ ”A eternal «“* «“• a Ml to th. future in one direction 

ever further *»»*»• which is no longer that of 
Ni®™wT baij'batofthe return of the past. The eternal return is 
Nietzsche’s solution to that difficulty of which he was aware. 

• th± ***tMt* in a very provisional way on the basis 
of what I said last time about the kinship of Nietzsche’s concept of the 

f? nce Jj* of S»wth. Both concepts have one thing in 

fact* ’procrLSv4 < S St:mg !! iShed fr ° m ordinar y Progressivism by the following 

f 311 a COIicera with the Progress of the raind and 
wiSTfchl iLiSJ 1 *?* 10 ? 8 ! impersonal progress. But Nietzsche is concerned 

thiak of f^st. He who says growth, also 

b 2 «L? h » th L h ! admi ^ 3 ib or EOt » decay, perishing, death. If he wants to 
be faerious about his belief in growth, he cannot evade that and regard it as 
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a kind of accident—-a traffic accident, one might say—and traffic marches on. 
Biit what is needed, precisely on this basis, is a meditation of death, not 
merely meditation of life. At the beginning of modern times, Spinoza opposed 
the traditional meditation of death and tried to replace it with a meditation 
of life. Bat now when we speak of growth, we must again to a meditation of 
death. One can say provisionally, that Nietzsche's meditation on death is 
his doctrine of eternal return. But if thi3 doctrine is inadequate as a 
meditation on death—and X believe one can say it is, because it teaches 
the eternity of life—then one must find more consistent and worked out medi¬ 
tation on death on the Nietzsehean basis, and that is existentialism. 

The first clear reference to eternal return occurs in the speech on redemp¬ 
tion in the second part, but we know there was an indication of it at the 
end of the first part in the passage ve just read. Now, this speech on 
redemption starts with a presentation of Human defects. But more radically 
stated, all men have been and are hitherto fragments. This fragmentqrinees 
is to be overcome and would be overcome by the superman who Aram this point 
of view would be the universal man. In other words, as Nietzsche also puts 
it there, hitherto chance ruled, now the conquest of chance will be possible. 
But after Nietzsche has made these suggestions, there is apparently a sudden 
change. Not the conquest of fragnentarineas and chance, but the redemption 
of fragmentariness and chance. This redemption does not consist in the con¬ 
quest of chance, in that you would say the conquest of chance Ha« been made 
possible by chance, but redemption consists in the willing of the f ragmentari- 
ness, the affirmation of fragmentariness, the affirmation of chance. 

Why is this so? Nietzsche speaks here in the sequel on the essential limi¬ 
tation of the will, of the will to power. The will cannot will the past as 
past. The will can, of course, will things which were in the past. But 
past is the fundamental character of time, time passes. The will is impotent 
regarding time, it rebels against time. This rebellion is identical with 
the spirit of revenge, Nietzsche says here that all previous thought of the 
highest order wqs characterized by the spirit of revenge, the revenge on time, 
on pastness, perishability. Because all previous thought culminated in the 
conjecture of something timeless, imperishable, unchangeable, eternal in 
order to escape from the temporal. All previous thought culminated in con¬ 
jectural afterworlds, which were conjectural. Now the spirit of revenge had 
been mentioned before in the section on the tarantula, the egalitarian re¬ 
volutionary. What is the connection between say Plato, a very un-egalitarin 
man, and the egalitarian revolutionary? In the first place, the egalitarian 
revolution had been guided, in its earlier stages anyway, by rights of man, 
universal, u nchangin g, abstract, principles whose realization was supposed 
to lead to a m il l enium which millenium in its turn was meant to last forever. 
As regards the Bible and Plato—the peaks of previous thought—it is char¬ 
acterized by a rebellion against nature as coming into being and perishing 
as such. Nature, as the realm of coming into being and perishing denied, be¬ 
cause it is transcended with a view to a being which does not come into be¬ 
ing, which is in this sense trans-natural„ supernatural, and therefore de¬ 
grades the natural. The egalitarian revolution is in its forms contemporary 
with nature, the rebellion against the practically most important charac¬ 
teristic of nature, namely the order of rank, or inequality. Now let us 
read the end of that section on redemption, p, 253. 
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"I led you away from these fables when I taught you, ’The will is a 
creator.* All ’it was’ is a fragment, a riddle, a dreadful accident— 
until the creative will says to it, ’But thus I willed it.* Until the 
creative will says to it, ’But thus I will it; thus shall I will it.* 

'But has the will yet spoken thus? And when will that happen? Has 
the will been unharnessed yet from his own folly? Has the will yet 
become his own redeemer and joy-bringer? Has lie unlearned the spirit 
of revenge and gill gnashing of teeth? And who taught him reconciliation 
with time and something higher than any reconciliation? For that v/ill 
which is the will to power must will something higher than any reconcil¬ 
iation; but how shall this be brought about? Who could teach him also 
to will backwards?” 

The superman becomes possible through deliberation from the spirit of re¬ 
venge, from every need for the eternal which is beyond the perishable. 

This consists in willing the flux. To will the time, to will the past and 
that means to will the return of the past. The will ceases to be frustrated 
when it wills the return of the past. Willing eternal return is the victory 
of the will, and this highest victory can be the peak of the will. Through 
liberation from the spirit of revenge, the will becomes properly willed, 
because it is the liberation from that which frustrates will. What we must 
understand is this: Nietzsche does not abandon the will to the future. He 
wills the future while willing the past in one act. He says one cannot 
will the future without willing the past, namely, return to the past. Hegel 
and Marx also said one cannot will the future without willing the past, in¬ 
sofar as the future is not possible if the past had not been as it was. 

But here he means willing the return to the past. We will the future and 
the past, but that is possible only if there is a circuit. The development 
of this follows in the third part of the Zarathustra. Let us read the end 
of this speech. 

At this point in his speech it happened that Zarathustra suddenly stopped 
and looked altogether like one who has received a severe shock. Appalled, 
he looked at his disciples? his eyes pierced their thoughts and the 
thoughts behind their thoughts as with arrows. But after a little while 
he laughed again and, pacified, he said: "It is difficult to live with 
people because silence is so difficult. Especially for one who is gar¬ 
rulous." 

Thus spoke Zarathustra. 

The hunchback, however, had listened to this discourse and covered his 
face the while; but when he heard Zarathustra laugh he looked up curiously 
and said slowly: "But why does Zarathustra speak otherwise to us than to 
his disciples?" 

Zarathustra answered: "What is surprising in that? With hunchbacks 
one may well speak in a hunchbacked way." 

"All right," said the hunchback; "and one may well tell pupils tales 
out of school. But why does Zarathustra 3peak otherwise to his oupils 
than to himself?" 

Zarathustra had not spoken of eternal return to pupils. But to a hunch¬ 
back one can speak in a hunchback way. And, also, what is more important, 
what the doctrine of eternal return amounts to is affirmation, acceptance of 
the hunchbacks, and that means, of course, of the fragments, of man as fragments. 



The acd of the speech is the natural transition to the next speech, which 
ia called *0n Human Irudence." It seems that Zarathustra speaks not only 
differently to different men, but also to himself. As you see from the 
title* he calls it not merely prudence, but human prudence, which is not a 
perfect translation, "Von der Henschenklugheit *” Prudence, however, occurs 
also in a non-human being in the Zarathustra, the serpent which is the most 
prudent of the beasts. But the question would be in what sense is Zarathustrs 
prudent? It Is difficult to see, but very important, because what Nietzsche 
does in writing, or what Zarathustra does in speaking, requires some prudence, 
as seems to be indicated by the fact that Zarathustra speaks to himself dif¬ 
ferently than ho speaks to his disciples. This is an old question in the 
history of philosophy. The most obvious difference is indicated in the 
first section* Zarathustra*s prudence has nothing to do with caution. Why 
this is so we must try to understand. We might find in this connection some 
answer about the peculiar character of Nietzsche *3 writing. 

May 4 

I have been asked what the social significance of the teaching of the super¬ 
man is and what the meaning of the appeal to creativity is for men who are 
to live together? In order to answer this question, I suggest that we read 
a passage in this book on page 314. 

This is my pity for all that is past: I see how all of it is abandoned— 
abandoned to the pleasure, the spirit, the madness of every generation, 
which comes along and reinterprets all that has been as a bridge to itself* 

k great despot might come along, a shrewd monster who, according to 
his pleasure and displeasure, might constrain and strain all that is past 
till it becomes a bridge to him, a harbinger and herald and cockcrow. 

Ihis, however, is the other danger and what prompts my further pity: 
whoever is of the rabble, t h i nk s back a3 far as the grandfather; with the 
grandfather, however, time ends. 

Thus all that is past is abandoned: for one day the rabble might be¬ 
come master and drown all time in shallow waters. 

Therefore, my brothers, a new nobility is needed to be the adversary 
of all rabble and of all that is despotic and to write anew upon new tab¬ 
lets the word "noble." 

For many who are noble are needed, and noble men of many kinds, that 
there may be a nobility. Or as X once said in a parable: "Precisely 
this is godlike that there are gods, but no God." 

I s h all not now go into a deeper analysis of this passage, but will limit 
myself to the most obvious message. The dangers are tyranny, on the one hand* 
and mock rule, on the other. For Nietzsche, the difference between democ¬ 
racy and mock rule is not important. Therefore, there is need for a new no¬ 
bility. To understand this, let us look for one moment at the discussion of 
the problem of democracy in the 19th century. The most famous statement there 
is Tocqueville* a Democracy in America . Tocqueville was a French nobleman, 
who became, in a way, a traitor to his class, he became convinced of the ne¬ 
cessity for accepting democracy. After spending a year in this country, he 
became satisfied that democracy as a decent thing was possible. The French 
Revolution had not demonstrated that faot, therefore the American experience 
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was so crucial* But in accepting democracy, Tocqueville contrasted democracy 
with the alternative—the anclen regime—the old regime of France, the 
aristocracy* He compared these two regimes in a detached way. ‘Che decision 
was made not on the grounds of an intrinsic superiority of democracy, but on 
the ground that history, providence, has decided in favor of democracy. Nov; t 
one of the crucial points in Tocqueville*s analysis is, what has now become 
popularized in the name of "other-directedness,” people who are guided by 
what others say, think, and believe, as distinguished from characters who 
stand on their own feet, is the characteristic of democracy and the danger 
of democracy. Whereas aristocracy, he believed, was much more favorable to 
the development of rugged individualism* One must keep this in mind to un¬ 
derstand Nietzsche* 

If you want a simple answer which, however, is too simple to,be true, one 
could say Nietzsche wrote in the expectation of a new nobility; he was 
sure that the old nobility was completely finished, a new nobility which 
then could rule. Let us assume for one moment that this is what Nietzsche 
\<ras driving at, all the elitism around the nineteen hundreds somehow stems 
from Nietzsche’s thought* The question becomes how to get this new nobility* 
Nietzsche was not concerned with this question because he was sure that the 
only way to get it would be by the awakening of individual willing to be in¬ 
dividuals in this strict sense* Those, however, who were closer to political 
action, had to think of practical means and out of that Came fascism and 
national socialism* There were, of course, also other considerations, for 
example, economic problems about which Nietzsche didn’t say anything to speak 
of. 

There :1s another question which I would like to state as follows: Nietzsche 
is not primarily concerned with the political problem, and this has both its 
merits and its demerits. I will now speak of the merits: Nietzsche thought 
it impossible to find a purely political solution to the problem. This 
would mean, for example, institutional solution* The political problem is 
for him a moral problem, and one can perhaps say with a misuse of the term 
which is today fashionable, although not altogether misleading, a religious 
solution, in spite of his atheism* In Nietzsche’s opinion, a society is not 
possible without a culture of its own* A culture requires ultimately some 
commitment which we may loosely call a religion. This is Nietzsche’s chief 
concern, a regeneration of man* What this would mean in terms of institutions, 
etc., is of no concern to him* 

I would like to illustrate this: Let us take such a trivial, every day 
problem, as juvenile delinquency* People think about it and try to do some¬ 
thing about it, but it could very well be that all their thinking and all 
their devices are absolutely useless* It could be that juvenile delinquency 
is connected with the deep crisis of our society as a whole. It could be 
true that this phenomenon is due to a loss of hope in the younger generation., 
or to the absence of great public tasks which arouse public spirit* Now, 
if this is so, it is obvious that juvenile delinquency cannot be treated in 
isolation and a generation of the society U3 a whole would be necessary* 
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Whether the palliatives are gentle or tough is a very secondary question 
compared to the question of society as a whole. What to do in such a situa¬ 
tion* not the immediate social action which might very well be useless, but 
regeneration of society* Now enlarge this problem which has no parallel in 
any earlier crisis, then you understand why Nietzsche was so vague and in¬ 
definite regarding the practical problems. 

In our reading of the Zarathustra we have now reached the center of Nietzsche* 
teaching and that is the teaching of eternal return. According to Nietzsche 
himself, this is the center, everything depends on it* Why? Let us remind 
ourselves of the context within which the doctrine of the eternal return is 
suggested. Again I return to the beginnings the death of God and the pos¬ 
sibility of the superman. Secondly, the death of God and the new understand¬ 
ing of both man and the whole to which man belongs. This new understanding 
is expressed in the thesis that nature or life is will to power in opposition 
to eros in the platonic sense as striving toward given ends, unchanging ends, 
transcendant ends. The will to power generates the ends. The will to power, 
in contradistinction to the modern alternative, the will to mere life, be¬ 
cause the will to life does not account for the upward thrust, for the over¬ 
coming of the lower, for the creativity in evolution. Now, the superman is 
the highest form of the will to power and, therefore, the two notions be¬ 
long together. 

I must now turn to the subject of philosophy. Philosophy is, according to 
Nietzsche, the most spiritual will to power. I refer to Beyond Good 

and Evil, Aphorism 9, where Nietzsche says what happened to the Stoics 
still happens today as soon as a philosophy begins to have faith in itself. 

"It always creates the world in its own image; it cannot do otherwise, for 
philosophy is this tyrannical desire; it is the most spiritual will to 
power, to *creation of the world,* to the causa prima." Why is philosophy 
the will to the causa prima, to the first cause? Because the meaning, the 
articulation of the merely given is the first cause of any particular mean¬ 
ing and philosophy, as such an attempt, is the first cause. Now, philosophy 
is the most spiritual will to power. In its highest form hitherto, the most 
spiritual form of the will to power has been animated by the spirit of re¬ 
venge, i.e., by revenge against becoming and perishing, against fragjnenfcari- 
ness and defectiveness. Out of this spirit the philosophers conjectured 
something eternal, unchanging, perfect, and final. This means they try to 
run away from the temporal, the changing, the fragmentary, and never com¬ 
pleted. Nietzsche's philosophy of the will to power is the highest form 
of the most spiritual will to power because it is the first philosophy which 
is free from the spirit of revenge as he defined it. It does not rebel 
against becoming and perishing but accepts it and affirms it. It affirms 
it infinitely. This infinite affirmation of becoming and perishing i 3 the 
belief in eternal return; no end of becoming, no end of perishing. Nietzsche* 
philosophy is at the same time the highest act of the will to power and, 
therefore, the creation of a world view. Yet, at the same time, it is the 
self-consciousness of the will to power. Therefore, it is at the same 
time creative and purely cognitive. The will to power is at the same time 
willed and, at the same time, independent of being willed. In this doc¬ 
trine, the 8 I will* is transformed into or overcome by the *1 am, 4 the sub¬ 
ject to which he had alluded in the first speech of the three metamorphoses 
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Now, I would like to explain this a bit more. This doctrine may be para¬ 
doxical and may even seem absurd, but we must see what drove Nietzsche to 
that. VJhat drove him to that were not particular idiosynchrasies of that 
individual which became later insane, but premises which he shared with 
most of his contemporaries and most of the academic community today. 

In the first place, the premise is "knowledge is creation," and not sense 
perceptions sense perception must be interpreted. Thi« interpretation of 
sense perception is not based on a mental perception, say of forms or ideas, 
but creation. In present-day language: logical constructs. It is an 
uglier word than creation, but, on the other hand, it is proper because 
there is creativity in these logical constructs. 

The second premise, you might say, is the old Kantian view: The understand¬ 
ing prescribes nature its laws. The second view, which is also different 
from Kant is, of course, that there are not the categories, the values, but 
there is a historical variety of those categories and values* Today th-ia 
is a very common view. Hegarding the values, obviously, but even regarding 
the categories. 

Now, if we start from these premises the following question arises: It is a 
fact that there are not the categories and the values, but a historical va¬ 
riety of values so that you cannot say to begin with that one is preferable 
to the other. Let us call this historism* Then the question arises: What 
is the status of the mind which is aware of that historicism. There is al¬ 
ways a mind which creates categories and values, but we are now concerned 
with a mind which is aware of this fundamental relativity. If this mind 
is shrunk historically, then the difficulty arises that if there is a trans- 
historical mind, God knows what it may know in addition to the historicity 
of human thought. So, to be consistent, one is compelled to say that the 
mind which is aware of historicity is itself historical or within history. 

The historical consciousness, as the Germans called it, is itself a histori¬ 
cal phenomenon. The answer to this question is that the historical con¬ 
sciousness belongs indeed to history but to a privileged place, because it 
is the self-consciousness of history or, it is the self-consciousness of the 
ground of historical change* 

Let us take as a simple example Marx's dialectical materialism. Dialectical 
materialism claims that it reveals the ground of all change and, therefore, 
also the ground of all categories and all values* The ways of production 
are the grounds of all historical change, then there is a super structure 
and in this super structure we find the categories and values. Now, at all 
times the categories and values of people reflected and that is specific 
situations, say, of the feudal nobility, but it claimed to be the truth, the 
final absolute truth. But they were all wrong. The proletariat is the first 
class without an ideology. Ideology in Marxist language meaning a false view 
about the whole. The class consciousness of the proletariat is the true 
consciousness because it is, or implies, self-consciousness of the histori¬ 
cal process as a whole. Yet, there is this difficulty: Consciousness, ac¬ 
cording to Marx, depends on being, therefore the consciousness of the pro¬ 
letariat depends on the being of the proletariat* Now, the proletariat 



116 


prior to the revolution is not the victorious proletariat. How then can 
wa figure out in advance how the proletariat molded by the victorious re¬ 
volution will think, and therefore, be? Hence, if dialectical materialism 
ia to be true, it must be the consciousness of a being which is complete 
prior to the victory of the proletariat, but this being cannot be the pro¬ 
letariat. This being can only be the thinker, i.e., Marx. The self-con¬ 
sciousness of the ground of historical change must be the end of history 
in the sense that it must be identical with the discovery of the categories 
value system. I say discovery, because previously we did not have 
a discovery. strictly speaking, but a creation of categories and values. 

In Nietzsche’s opinion, the whole Marxist notion leads to the last man 
and this is due to the fact that for Marxism Hegelianism is merely a libera¬ 
tion and also the most terrible danger and, in addition, there is no reflec¬ 
tion in Marxism about the end of the realm of freedom of the communist so¬ 
ciety. 

For Nietzsche, too, the historical insight belongs to a privileged place in 
the historical process, because it is the self-consciousness of history* 

But this means, to begin with, simply the end of history. For, after one 
knows that all categories and all values are creations, one can no longer 
create them. This knowledge paralyzes; one can no longer believe in them, 
if one knows that they are creations. The first consequence, then, is what 
Nietzsche calls a nihilism, or, as he expresses it in the Zarathustra, 
everything is empty, everything is the same, everything was. There is no 
future, because there is no longer creativity. How, then, can there be a 
future after this self-consciousness of history has been achieved? Answer* 

^ fche self—consciousness of the ground of historical change is itself a 
creative act and, in fact, the highest creative act. The world as seen by 
Nietzsche is by virtue of being willed by Nietzsche, only in this way 
the paralyzing effect of final knowledge be overcome. This willing, namely 
eternal return, changes man radically if it is accepted, it changes man from 
man to superman. 

Let me try to state this problem again. Let us start from Plato. In Plato 
the difference between opinion and knowledge is crucial. Opinion, according 
to Plato, has to do with coming into being and knowledge or science has to 
do with what is always and unchangeable. This does not mean that there can¬ 
not be opinions about the unchangeable. So, opinion takes on a broader 
meaning and means not merely opinion regarding coming into being, but opin¬ 
ion as belonging to coming into being because of its untruth and mere sub¬ 
jectivity, At any rate, from Plato’s point of view it follows that there 
is a variety of opinion as distinguished from the one truth, knowledge, scienc 
This variety of opinion is in one respect finite, in other words you could 
arrange them into types of opinions, but in another respect it is infinite. 
Yet, also according to Plato, there is not and cannot be any opinion which 
does not have a grain of truth in it. That is simple to understand: if 
someone says it is now night, he obviously says an untruth, yet the state¬ 
ment obviously contains some truth. Is there not such a thing as night? Is 
there not such a thing as now? So without some awareness it is absolutely 
impossible to put together an intelligible statement which 1s not based on 
some true events. 



Now we vriLH cake a big jump to Hegel* We can state Hegel’3 view as follows* 
Hegel also speaks of the opposition between opinion and knowledge. The 
opinions originate in creative acts, that is to say the opinions are not 
merely imperfect imitations of the truth. But most important: the sequence 
of fundamental opinions, if that sequence is understood, is knowledge. The 
variety of opinions which goes through the intellectual history of mankind 
is, if properly understood, knowledge. Why is this so? la Hegel’s phrase, 
the substance is the subject, meaning, what is truly, is the thinking subject.. 
So much so, that even a stone is intelligible as stone only as the other 
thinking object, that is to say, only in reference to the thinking object. 
There is knowledge or science, then, after the completion of history. What 
produces these opinions in that sequence is reason, but a reason which does 
not know itself. So, in Hegel, the ground of historical change is reason, 
not a mixture of reason and unreason as it is in Plato. 

Now let me describe an alternative which developed out of Hegel, partly in 
opposition to Hegel, which is somehow presupposed by Nietzsche. History is 
not complete, contrary to what Hegel said. From this it follows that the 
historical process is not rational, because it can be known to be rational 
only if it is completed. What produces opinions is, therefore, not reason 
but something else. The ultimate fact, on the highest level, is the creativ¬ 
ity of the individual. From this it follows that there cannot be the knowl¬ 
edge, the science, the truth, but only knowledges* Therefore, we cannot find 
science in the strict sense in which Plato and Hegel meant it. What we find 
at the first premises of any understanding are fundamental opinions which 
have no higher status than opinions. Every knowledge or science rests on 
unevident premises which only appear to be evident to specific men. Greek 
science was based on certain premises which appeared evident to the Greeks, 
which are no longer evident to us. Similarly our science. But in our 
science we cannot possibly know it because we are under the spell of our 
prejudices. However this may be, this awareness of the historical character 
of our premises is knowledge, is science, there is no relativity about thato 
The highest awareness of which man is capable, is then indeed, knowledge, but 
only in the form of self-consciousness of the creative subject. 

Nietzsche says if this awareness is not linked to a new creative act, 
nihilism inevitably follows. I remind you in this context of a distinction 
which Nietzsche made in a passage we read, between the knower and the 
noble. What the knower knows can be interpreted basically as nobly, and it 
must be interpreted nobly if there is to be a future. This new creative act 
must transform the nihilistic truth into the most life-giving truth. In 
other words, the true self-consciousness of history, of the fact that every 
human belief is condemned to perish, the true self-consciousness of history 
cannot precede the highest creative act, it must follow the highest creative 
act. Therefore, the true self-consciousness of the historical process, is 
the recognition of the will to powero To state it differently: If the self- 
consciousness of the ground of history were not a concomraitant of a creative 
act, there would be a radical disproportion between history itself and the 
historian of philosophy. History means creativity. The historian and phi¬ 
losopher would then be a mere onlooker, a mere moon in Nietzsche’s symbolism. 
If there is such a disproportion, the historian or philosopher is not himself 
creative. Whereas what he has to do to be creative is to understand it. 



He could io this as little as a non-musical man can be a historian of music,, 
To repeats the self-consciousness of the historical process* i. e., the 
highest fora of knowledge, must be a concomitant of a creative act, the final 
and highest creative act. 

Now we should continue to reado We began last time the speech on human 
prudence, on page 254. In the preceding speech, you may recall, was the 
first explicit statement of eternal return. Now Nietzsche returns to human 
problems. He speaks first of human prudence, that means the prudence which 
Nietzsche or Zarathustra use in their intercourse with men. 

Not the height but the precipice is terrible® That precipice where the 
glance plunges down and the hand reaches up. There the heart becomes 
giddy confronted with its double will. Alas, friends, can you guess 
what is ay heart’s double will? 

Thi3, this is my precipice and my danger, that my glance plunges into 
the height and that my hand would grasp and hold on to the depth® My 
will clings to man} with fetters I bind myself to man because I am swept 
up toward the overman; for that way my other will wants to go 0 And 
therefore I live blind among men as if I did not know them, that my 
hand might not wholly lose its faith in what is firm® 

The affirmation of the past, of the fragmentariness of man, is the crucial 
implication of the doctrine of the eternal return® In other words, the will 
to the superman is inseparable from the will to man® Just as the will to 
the future is inseparable from the will to the past. There is a double will. 
The danger to Zarathustra is the superman, therefore he seeks support in men, 
and, therefore, he must be blind to men. Because, if he were to see man as 
he is, he would suspect® Now, in the case of the precipice, the danger is 
to look down and one finds support in the hand reac hing up® In the case of 
the superman, Zarathustra looks up and finds support in his hand reaching 
down® He cannot possibly look down, he must be blind to men® Why does he 
need support? The hope for the superman rests on mem, but on something 
given in man and from man® Zarathustra is prudent for the sake of the super¬ 
man® Now let us read the sequel® 

I do not know you mens this darkness and consolation are often spread 
around me® I sit at the gateway, exposed to every rogue, and I ask: 
who wants to deceive me? That is the first instance of my human prudence, 
that I let myself be deceived in order not to be on guard against de¬ 
ceivers® Alas, if I were on guard against men, how could man then be an 
anchor for my ball? I should be swept up and away too easily. This 
providence lies over my destiny, that I must be without cautiono 

This prudence of Zarathustra has nothing whatever to do with caution® For 
if Zarathustra were on his guard against men, if he distrusted men, he would 
forsake men® Therefore, he deliberately deceives himself about men. In the 
sequel he speaks of a number of prudences. The second prudence is gazed 
by looking at the comedy played by the vain man. The third prudence by 
looking at evil men. The comedy of the good and just who are afraid of the 
evil men, therefore condemn the evil men® The main point which we will 



perhaps take up later in a different context—caution. The prudence of 
Zarathustra, whatever that may mean« has nothing to do with his caution. 

He does not keep anything back out of caution. 

The next, speech* the last of the second part—’'The Stillest Hour"— 

It appears that Zarathustra is not yet prepared to say his word, which means 
the doctrine of eternal return. He is still afraid of man mocking him, he 
is still ashamed. His hesitation is proportionate to the gravity of the 
doctrine. 

Then we turn to the third part* which begins with the speech called 
"The Wanderer." Let us read on page 265 . 

"You are going your way to greatness : her® nobody shall sneak after you 0 
Your own foot haa effaced the path behind you, and over it there is 
written: impossibility. 

"And if you now lack all ladders, then you oust know how to climb on 
your own head: how else would you want to comb upward? On your own 
head and away over your own heart! Mow what was gentlest in you must 
still become the hardest. He who has always spared hi m s elf much will 
in the end become sickly of so much consideration. Praised be what 
hardens! I do not praise the land where butter and honey flow. 

"One must learn to look away from oneself in order to see much: this 
hardness is necessary to every climber of mountains. 

Zarathustra speaks here and elsewhere of himself and these passages are to 
a considerable extent untranslatable. Now, what is the meaning of these 
remarks? He speaks of himself to use a slightly misleading word, as the 
genius. He presents not only the teaching, but him self as the teacher. 

Those who may accept big teaching, do not yet have the experience of the 
teacher at the moment of his inspiration. Yet* that experience of the 
teacher which only he has* is a part of the teaching* because the teaching 
concerns life* man. To understand men, one must know, if only from reports, 
of the experiences which only the greatest men can have. Every psychology 
is fundamentally defective if it does not take such experiences into account. 
I would like to read to you a passage from Ecca Homo: I found this in 
Barrat’s Irrational Han , p. 167 ff. I read to you the introductory para¬ 
graph from book. "Nietzsche himself describes the process of inspira¬ 
tion by which he wrote the Zarathustra and his description makes it clear 
beyond question that we are in the presence here of an extraordinary re¬ 
lease of and by the unconscious." That can be said, pro¬ 

vided we are perfectly open-minded as to what the unconscious is. Gan 
anyone at the end of the 19th century have any distinct notion of what poets 
of a more vigorous age meant by inspiration, if not I would like to de¬ 
scribe it: The notion of revelation describes the condition quite simply: 

Ety which I mean that something profoundly convulsive and disturbing suddenly 
becomes visible and audible with indescribable definiteness and exactness. 
There is an ecstasy whose terrific tension is sometimes released by 
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Those of you who have not considered this problem should read something 
of what mystics say of their experience. Nietzsche’s statements here re¬ 
mind of mystical statements. It is indeed an atheistic mysticism and 
a mystical e;q?erience, one might say e of life. 

Let us now turn to the next speech, which is, in a way, the most important 
speech of the whole work, "On the Vision and the Riddle." The title is 
misleading, one would think the subject matter is vision and riddle. The 
subject matter, however, is eternal return. The speech deals with what 
appeared to Zarathustra in a riddle and vision, namely eternal return. But 
the title emphasizes the visionary and enigmatic character of Zarathustra* s 
teaching regarding eternal return. This is a sub-divided speech, the only 
other sub-divided speech hitherto was that on the gift giving virtue in the 
last speech in part one. But from now on sub-divided speeches will become 
quite frequent. Zarathustra speaks here of the vision of the lonely. What 
was that? He speaks of it not to his friends and disciples but to unknown 
sailors. Let us read the beginning: 

When it got abroad among the sailors that Zarathustra was on board- 
for another man from the blessed isles had embarked with him—there was 
much curiosity and anticipation. But Zarathustra remained silent for 
two days and was cold and deaf from sadness and answered neither glances 
nor questions. But on the evening of the second day he opened his ears 
again, although he still remained silent, for there was much that was 
strange and dangerous to be heard on this ship, which came from far 
away and wanted to sail even farther. But Zarathustra was a friend of 
all who travel far and do not like to live without danger. And behold, 
eventually his own tongue was loosened as he listened, and the ice of 
his heart broke. Then he began to speak thus: 

To you, the bold searchers, researchers, and whoever embarks with 
cunning sails on terrible seas—to you, drunk with riddles, gl ad of the 
twilight, whose soul flutes lure astray to every whirlpool, because you 
do not want to grope along a thread with cowardly hand; and where you 
can guess, you hate to deduce—to you alone I tell the riddle that I 
saw, the vision of the loneliest. 

Why does he speak only to unknown sailors? He is a friend of those who do 
not wish to live without danger, who love riddles, who do not merely deplore 
that the most important things cannot be proven, but rejoice on account of 
it. Why the joy? If the truth could be proven, it would be alien to life, 
because life is changeable and uncertain. Wisdom would not be airiw to life, 
wisdom must partake of the uncertainty and changeability of life. 

In the sequel, Zarathustra describes hla way upward. 

Not long ago I walked gloomily through the deadly pallor of dusk- 
gloomy and hard, with lips pressed together. Not only one sun had set 
for me. A path that ascended defiantly through stones, malicious, lonely, 
not cheered by herb or shrub—a mountain path crunched under the de¬ 
fiance of my foot. Striding silently over the mocking clatter of pebbles. 
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crushing the rock that made it slip, my foot forced its way upward* 
Upward—defying the spirit that drew it downward toward the abyss, 
the spirit of gravity, my devil and archenemy. Upward—although he sat 
on me, half dwarf, half mole, lame, making lame, dripping lead into my 
ear, leaden thoughts into my brain. 

Zarathustra takes the way upward, he has, therefore, to overcome gravity. 

He overcomes the spirit of gravity or heaviness. Now, is the spirit of 
heaviness or gravity the same as the spirit of revenge? In the sequel, 
the spirit of heaviness is represented by the dwarf, and is overcome by 
courage. This is true, because the spirit of heaviness is rooted in death, 
or fear of death. The overcoming of this fear consists in really accepting 
death and all phases of life, once and twice, and infinitely open, i.e., 
eternal return. From this it follows that the fear of death and all lesser 
fears are lack of courage, concern with security or certainty, lead to 
debasement. 

But is not the spirit of revenge the origin of the conjecturing of the un¬ 
changeable? Not in every respect, I believe. The spirit of revenge is 
compatible with the jump into faith, the spirit of heaviness as such is not. 
And it is also important to realize that Zarathustra presents himself as 
threatened by the spirit of heaviness, not by the spirit of revenge. As 
long as the spirit of heaviness prevails, death is the end. Or else, escape 
from death into the deathless, the eternal. Time is irreversible, from 
birth to death. Once the spirit of heaviness is overcome, there is a circle 
of infinitely many deaths of each. Here, as in many other passages, the 
difficulty of interpreting Zarathustra becomes particularly clear. 

(tape change) 

There is a nice statement, which is unfortunately too long to read, by 
Heinrich Heine, in his book Shakespeare's Kaiden and Women. At the end he 
gives a very famous theory by the French philosopher Tissaud, from which he 
quotes. I deliberately use Heine because he had a certain influence on 
Nietzsche regarding this lightness and heaviness. Heine calls this man the 
elephant, and says the elephant is right. The soul of the Shakespearean 
comedy is in the gay, butterfly humor, in which he flits from flower to 
flower, seldom touching the ground of reality. And now after having stated 
this and agreed with it, Heine gives a description of the comedy in the 
following dream. What he means to say is that this dream truly conveys what 
Shakespearean comedy is, whereas the analysis is as remote from the comedy 
as a statement by a professor can possibly be. He has a vision of Venice 
somewhere on the sea in a gondola, and a lovely lady who stood by one of the 
barks cried to me in passing, "is it not true that you have the definition 
of Shakespearean comedy?" I know not whether I answered yes, but at that 
instant the beautiful woman dipped her hand into the water, sprinkled it 
into my face, so there was general laughter, and I awoke. What Heine means 
here is thisJ There are experiences which as such cannot be expressed in 
the language of the logos. Generally stated: How do we know that the ele¬ 
ment of the logos, of the clear and demonstrable speech, is compatible with 
the most important truths? Shakespearean comedy may be a minor subject, but 



maybe that applies to the highest things* Now, philosophy in the tradi¬ 
tional sense presupposes that the element of this logos is compatible with 
the most important truths* But is this presupposition Justified? This is 
Nietzsche’s question and, therefore, the character of his own presentation« 

It is obvious that such a question is not a skeptical question, i.e., de¬ 
nying the possibility of knowing the truth. Compare this to a very popular 
view today, according to which the myth in Plato appears to be distinguished 
from his reasoning, the logos, and indicates the limits of reason, especially 
people say, the truth about the soul is presented by Plato in myths, and 
therefore, Plato had a similar view, that the most important truth is not 
susceptible of "logical presentation." But, we must not forget—in Plato 
there is something which is always, namely, the ideas, which is beyond the 
soul and beyond the becoming and changing and, from Plato's point of view, 
poetry is, therefore, only imitation and secondary as compared to philosophy* 
For Nietzsche, the unchanging, the sempiternal, have disappeared* Is it not, 
therefore, a necessity that poetry, or something like poetry, visions and 
riddles should take the place of philosophic arguments* That is what he 
means by the spirit of lightness as opposed to the spirit of heaviness* 

The spirit of heaviness tries to prevent the upward way and the only way in 
which fee can overcome this is through courage* In the sequel, in the second 
speech, he develops the vision itself. Let us read on page 269* 

"Stop, dwarfI" I said* "It is I or youl But I am the stronger of us 
two: you do not know my abysmal thought. That you could not bear!" 

Then something happened that made me lighter, for the dwarf jumped 
from my shoulder, being curious; and he crouched on a stone before me* 

But there was a gateway just where we had stopped, 

"Behold this gateway, dwarf!" I continued. "It has two faces* Two 
paths meet here; no one has yet followed either to its end* This long 
lane stretches back for an eternity* And the long lane out there, that 
is another eternity* They contradict each other, these paths; they offend 
each other face to face; and it is here at this gateway that they come 
together. The name of the gateway is inscribed above: 'Moment,* But 
whoever would follow one of them, on and on, farther and farther—do you 
believe, dwarf, that these paths contradict each other eternally?" 

"All that is straight lies," the dwarf murmured contemptuously. "All 
truth is crooked; time itself is a circle." 

"You spirit of gravity," I said angrily, "do not make things too easy 
for yourself! Or I shall let you crouch where you are crouching, lame- 
foot; and it was I that carried you to this height. 

"Behold," I continued, "this moment! From this gateway. Moment, a 
long, eternal lane leads backward: behind us lies an eternity* Must 
not whatever can walk have walked on this lane before? Must not whatever 
can happen have happened, have been done, have passed by before? 

What is the implication of this? Infinite time, the finite number of com¬ 
binations must all have been completed and, therefore, there cannot be any¬ 
thing new* The question, of course, is, why is the number of combinations 
finite? In infinite time there could be an infinite number of combinations* 
The answer is force is necessary* Let us look at page 299* 
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Did ay wisdom secretly urge it, my laughing, wide-awake day-wisdom 
which mocks all "infinite worlds"? For it speaksi "Wherever there is 
fores, number will become mistress: she has more force," 

Keep this in mind. This is the absolutely crucial premise, a finite aumber 
of combinations, due to the fact that any force, including the force of the 
universe itself, must be finite. 

And if everything has been there before—what do you think, dwarf, of 
this moment? Must not this gateway too have been there before? And 
are not all things knotted together so firmly that this moment draws 
after it all that is to come? therefore—itself too? For whatever can 
wall:—in this long lane out there too, it must walk once more. 

"And this slow spider, which crawls in the moonlight, and this moon¬ 
light itself, and I and you in the gateway, whispering together, whis¬ 
pering of eternal things—must not all of us have been there before? 

And return and walk in that other lane, out there, before us, in this 
long dreadful lane—must we not eternally return?" 

In more concrete cosmological language, this coming from the amoeba to the 
superman and beyond, the end of the human race, and then a new becoming, and 
this eternally. As you see from this formulation, Nietzsche means this very 
literally—eternal return of the same. There were some ancient philosophers 
who taught eternal return, but they assumed that chance played such a role 
that in these specific matters there would be no eternal return of the same. 
The principle of Nietzsche, finiteness of possible combinations, contrasted 
with the infinity of time. Let us first conclude the discussion of this 
chapter. 

Zarathustra, after he has this vision, is afraid. Then there is a new 
vision. He hears the dog barking and this dog leads him to a shepherd. A 
terrible snake had crawled into the mouth of the sleeping shepherd at 
Zarathustra*s urging the shepherd bites off the head of the snake and then 
he is liberated and laughing, Zarathustra says he never heard such laughter 
before. This is the symbol of the emergence of the superman. Not Zarathustra, 
but the man who comes out of the shepherd, the shepherd being the one who 
guards the lower, who is about to become a superman, can bear eternal return. 
But there is a difficulty here. Does he by biting off the head of the snake 
destroy the cycle? Or must the cycle be headless? I.e., equality of all 
parts. The difference between the peak and the plain must cease to be im¬ 
portant in the perspective of the eternal return, that is the paradox. % 
the whole teaching of the superman, the whole teaching regarding creativity, 
etc,, is futuristic, looking out toward completing and redeeming the future 
which is the highest peak of mankind, Thi3 highest peak requires, according 
to Nietzsche, that man reaches a point where the difference between that 
peak and the lowest beginnings becomes indifferent. From a religious point 
of view, this is, of course, easy to understand. From the standpoint beyond 
history, from the standpoint of eternity, the greatest differences within 
the human race fade into insignificance. What Nietzsche tries to save for a 
non-religious view, this ultimate transcendence beyond the historical process. 
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Question: Doesn’t the doctrine of eternal return cause a determinism 
which would el i m in ate the choice between the last man and the superman? 

Mr. Strauss: That depends on where you stand. If you take a stand outside, 
which, as a knower you cannot take. Let us assume Nietzsche or Zarathustra 
is absolutely important for the coming of the superman. But, was Nietzsche 
free not to teach the superman? Without going into any other question re¬ 
garding the status of causality which he is teaching, we simply don’t know. 
Nietzsche is not free in the sense that he could abandon his task. He is 
constantly tempted to do so, but his fundamental will forces him to go on. 
This fundamental will is his necessity, his fate. But let us read one more 
passage, page 329, par. 5» 

"0 Zarathustra," the animals said, "to those who think as we do, all 
things themselves are dancing: they come and offer their hands and laugh 
and flee—and come back. Everything goes, everything comes back; 
eternally rolls the wheel of being. Everything dies, everything blossoms 
again; eternally runs the year of being. Everything breaks, everything 
is joined anew; eternally the same house of being is built. Everything 
parts, everything greets every other thing again; eternally the ring of 
being remains faithful to itself. In every Now, being begins; round 
every Here rolls the sphere There. The center is everywhere. Bent is 
the path of eternity." 

The fact that this was said in such clear form by the animal and not by 
man is very important. What Nietzsche has in mind is akin to what someone 
else called a hundred years earlier, the return to nature. Now this living 
without this future and past, is what distinguishes the beasts from man. 

In a way, men must will, from Nietzsche's point of view, the highest. But 
at the peak he cannot will anything more than this cycle, and from this point 
of view all the great historical differences, including the superman, etc., 
fade into insignificance. 

There is the same difficulty in Rousseau. The state of nature as Rousseau 
describes it, is a state din which man was not yet truly man, because he did 
not yet possess reason, he only had the ability to acquire reason. Therefore, 
man in the state of nature was a stupid animal. In spite of this, Rousseau’s 
whole doctrine, at the highest peak of Rousseau's teaching, you get again 
the remark return to nature—-return to the state of nature. That meant in 
Rousseau's practical teaching, return to the state of nature on the level of 
humanity. This is the highest man can do. This is no longer the citizen, 
but beyond civil society, making communion with nature. Something similar 
is true of Nietzsche. A return to nature on the human level indeed, because 
the man who conceives the superman and the superman himself, is of course 
not a brute, though he shares something with the brutes which distinguishes 
both, the superman and the brute from historical man, namely the harmony 
and unity with the cycle of nature. 
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(In answer to a question): You must never forget this simple thing: In 
the first presentation, very provisional presentation of the eternal return, 
the first seen were defective mena More generally, the subject was the 
fragmentariness of man. Man's past compared with the complete man, the super¬ 
man. The paradox is that the will toward the complete man requires, accord— 
ing to Nietzsche, in itself a yes to the fragmentariness, to the past, and 
therewith the will to eternal return. Return, as he puts it* of the same. 
Assuming that the historical process is preceded and not accidently by the 
evolution of the human race from other species, and on to the geological 
process—’they are linked together. If you say the return of any happening 
here and now which presupposes the whole past you have to say yes to goings 
on even in completely desolate deserts of which no hnw»t* being ever knew 
anything. May I mention one point which is mentioned in other remarks of 
Nietzsche. There is one very simple motive which he had in mind. Nietzsche 
was sure that men would use this seriousness* this earnestness, by the loss 
in the belief in immortality, that eternal faith, eternal bliss ... if 
this disappears let U3 eat, drink* etc. Nietzsche thought for a counter** 
weight, a counterweight which would not lead man to what he calls the 
afterworld* but would keep him loyal to the earth and would have the same 
power which the belief in immortality had. And that he believed is this 
kind of immortality supplied by eternal return. You don't know what you 
did in a previous existence, but you know that any terrible thing which 
ruins the rest of your life you will repeat infinitely in any future life. 
Surely you can say this is of no interest* whereas according to the im¬ 
mortality doctrine you remember your sin after life. According to Nietzsche 
there is no remembering of previous sins in your future life. It is not 
unimportant that in the Zarathustra this motivation is not mentioned. 

(In answer to a question): What Nietzsche means* and that is not peculiar 
to Nietzsche but to German speculation since Kant* there are two different 
perspectives: the perspective of the theoretician and the perspective of 
moral, acting* man. If you look at a problem* that is if you are confronted 
by it, or if you look at it from the outside. Eternal return is an end 
doctrine, if I may say so* not in the sense of an escatological doctrine* 
it is not the highest premise from which you start and from which you deduce 
consequences* including moral or practical ones. The crucial point in the 
argument is that you must be willing to accept this most terrible perspective, 
you must have the courage to accept it. Differently stated: If there is a 
process of this kind* leading to a peak* everything is meaningful. What is 
the consequence of all this? In the eternal cycle the different stages are 
infinitely less important than they are for us now in that limited perspec¬ 
tive; man as distinguished from that man who haa that vision. Once you ac¬ 
cept eternal return the whole process is purposeless* whereas in the pri¬ 
mary thesis there was purpose* the superman. Once you see that you see that 
Nietzsche's final doctrine is a restoration on a higher level. Now the 
desperate, paralyzing, is transformed according to Nietzsche's claim into the 
most life-giving thought because it requires the highest courage to will it. 
The n i h ilist does not will it. The nihilist takes theoretically cognizance 
of this as a fact and, therefore, his will is paralyzed. The death of God, 
the last man, but the possibility of the superman and then this possibility 
of the superman is thought through—complete overcoming of the spirit of 
revenge and of the spirit of heaviness—that is positively expressed in the 
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eternal return. You must not do what the dwarf does: he merely repeats 
without understanding the human meaning of what Zarathustra says. He says 
of the spirit of gravity: don't make it too easy. Not seeing it in this 
perspective is making it too easy. What Nietzsche demands is that the 
whole dedication, enthusiasm, for the superman is preserved and at the same 
time the knowledge of the perishable. The perishable character not merely 
grudgingly accepted and deplored as a terrible necessity, but affirmed. And 
this affirmation in the most extreme sense is infinite affirmation—eternal 
return. That is the point. Nietzsche wanted to study theoretical physics 
in his later years, because he wanted to give the theoretical truth for that 
doctrine. Some critics of Nietzsche say that this was a complete misunder¬ 
standing of himself, but Z don't think so. Whatever it may ultimately lead 
to as a theoretical doctrine, the starting point, the meaning of that doc¬ 
trine does not depend on theoretical proof, because theoretical proof be¬ 
longs to the spirit of gravity. 

Surely, the doctrine of eternal return was the doctrine of some ancient 
philosophers and the question is extremely simple: If there is no omnipotent 
God, and no ancient philosopher admitted an omnipotent God, then the universe 
is eternal; that is one possibility, most clearly in Aristotle. Or, if the 
visible universe has come into being, it will also perish, and then it will 
infinitely come into being and perish. That one can say generally, regard¬ 
less of historical evidence. The stoics are known for that and their doc¬ 
trine is connected with Heraclitus. Heraclitus was the philosopher whom 
Nietzsche admired the most. What was wrong with Heraclitus from Nietzsche's 
point of view? Nietzsche makes two reservations regarding Heraclitus: 

(l) He disparaged the senses, and (2) he did not have a historical conscious¬ 
ness. As a result Heraclitus was unaware of the phenomenon of human creativ¬ 
ity. There is a fragment of Heraclitus to the effect that all human laws 
are nourished by the one divine law. The human law is somehow derivative 
from the divine law. No creativity and, then, of course, no will—no will 
to power. For Nietzsche, history and what it means, is absolutely essential. 
What Nietzsche tries to do is to build in that modern historical conscious¬ 
ness into a classical framework. History will win nature and not as it 
would be in Hegel, history above and beyond. 

(In answer to a question about the status of reason in Nietzsche): If you 
take the postulate as Kant means it, that is of course not a mere fiction, 
but only an assertion which cannot be proven theoretically, but which we 
must discern if we are to live as moral beings. The existence of God, ac¬ 
cording to Kant, cannot be theoretically proven, but if we understand what 
we mean by obeying the moral law, then we assert by this very fact the 
existence of Godo For Nietzsche reason is derivative. Nietzsche's term 
for that is riddle or enigna and vision. The title means, I believe, 
ultimately, of the vision and enigma. The vision and the enigma is eternal 
return. If you put it this way, the vision and the enigma ... 
there is a survival in Nietzsche of the basic principle of philosophy that 
you cannot leave it at the last resort at something like postulates or 
enigmas and visions. Nietzsche found the reconciliation of this problem 
only in symbols, in lightness. What he regarded as a great superiority to 
philosophy in the traditional sense, may very well appear to others and it 
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appears sometimes to Nietzsche himself, as a fundamental defect which is 
hard to remedy. His last book, of which only fragments exist and which 
has not been properly edited, was meant to be a theoretical system of phi¬ 
losophy. 

Aristotle did not have eternal return in the strict sense, but he had it in 
a limited way, recurrent cataclysms, new beginnings, and of course the genera¬ 
tion of men by men never interrupted. When Aristotle set up the Academy, 
when he undertook a great project, he knew very well that this wouldn’t 
last forever. They knew there would be a new barbarism, but they didn’t 
get excited about it. There is no fundamental difference between that and 
what we all are supposed to do as individuals, we all know that we are 
mortal and, in spite of that or because of that, we are supposed to do our 
best. Why should this not apply to societies 

(in answer to a question) t There may be some misunderstanding regarding 
chance. Nietzsche does not have that strict Aristotelian view of chance 
which is used in contradistinction with nature. For Aristotle chance is 
possible only within a whole. What Nietzsche h*« in mind is this: Up to 
now history has merely happened, now the moment has come where men can take 
the helm. Now man knows the mechanism, to state it very crudely,' of history. 
Previously, tilings just happened to him, now he can make them happen accord¬ 
ing to his understanding. From the highest point of view, Nietzsche says, 
this process where man now takes control and becomes the ruler of the planet; 
from this broader point of view this is only one phase and men must learn to 
live with it. lie must be able to combine full dedication to a glorious 
future with willingness to adopt the destruction of that future. Nietzsche 
is aware that nothing which is not eternal can satisfy a thinking man. In 
Marx there is not a trace of that and that is the great superiority of 
Nietzsche. But the way in which he had to do it, namely eternity of becom¬ 
ing and perishing, and nothing beyond the process, that creates all the 
difficulty. If there is an eternity beyond the process, then there is a 
pure mind, but if there is not, knowledge or reason can only be a so-called 
function of life, of the orga n is m . Nietzsche's premises are not paradoxical 
at all, they are the premises of the 19th and 20th century. But Nietzsche 
thought further ahead. What we can learn from him is to get out of that 
self-complacency and see what doctrines and what kind of doctrines we would 
be led to if we take these pranises seriously. 

According to Nietzsche, the superman, the nobility is not possible if there 
is not also a non-nobility. Nobility necessarily presupposes a non-noble 
majority which it rules. To that extent, the acceptance of fragmentariness, 
even of the last man, because according to Nietzsche there i 3 no longer a 
possibility of the traditional human man, either or. The question is whether 
the last man will be the only man. 



I would like again to give a survey, similar to that which I gave at the be¬ 
ginning of the course because it is of no use to go on and cover additional 
material if ue do not understand the whole* Such a survey is.naturally very 
sweeping and this is not without danger. But, on the other hand, it is also 
dangerous not to make such sweeping surveys. I''irst of all, why is it 30 
dangerous? Because in making such a survey one naturally speaks cither 
about things one doesn’t know or which one doesn’t know v/ell enough. Do 
not be fooled by those who write books about the history of man’s thought. 

Je are today confronted with alternatives to which Nietzsche himself refers— 
either to be specialists or to be swindlers. There is, however, a solution 
which can more easily be stated than properly understood and acted upon. The 
formula is simple: one should become a specialist in important things. But 
surely this is only a formula which would need a long comment, illustrated by 
examples, in order to mako sense. However, it may be necessary to make sur— 
veys, because we all bring surveys with us, we all have been brought up in 
a certain group say of the history of western thought and there is always a 
great risk in accepting something of which we have not sufficient knowledge. 
Therefore, what is necessary from time to time, is to make this explicit 
from time to tino. The modesty not to go beyond the limits of what one is 
sure to understand is, in fact, a sham, because we always depend on things 
of which we do not have first hand knowledge, therefore this modesty moans 
merely to pass the buck. Therefore, I take this risk. But I urge you not 
to believe me and try to see with your own eyes. Accept the statements which 
will stimulate your own thought but not the definite results of what I be¬ 
lieve to be so. liven this must not be taken quite literally. 

Now, after this warning, let me return to the subject I discussed at the 
first meeting. Let us look at Nietzsche in the light of earlier thought, 
and earlier political thought in particular. For this purpose it is neces¬ 
sary to make a distinction between classical political philosophy and modem 
political philosophy. In modern philosophy 1 shall distinguish what I called 
at that time and what I shall call now, the three waves. The one beginning 
with Hachiavelli, the second beginning with kousseau, and the third beginning 
with Nietzsche. 

First, the classical principles as far as they are indispensable for the un¬ 
derstanding of our problem. Classical political philosophy is based on the 
view that nan is a rational animal, i-ian’s perfection is determined by his 
nature and ratio na l i ty. Behind this is tho view that every being has a spe¬ 
cific activity, a specific work, in the Greek, ergon. This work may be done 
by tho Individual well or ill. To take a simple example: a horse cannot 
possibly fly, this cannot be the v;ork of horse, but it can run and it wn 
do that well or badly. Similarly, there is a human activity which is not 
running, and which man exercises willy nilly all the time, but not always 
well, probably mostly badly. I Ian is by nature, then, ordered toward his per¬ 
fection, because his characteristic points to this perfection, just as the 
characteristic of tho horse points toward tho characteristic perfection of 
the horse. 
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Man is by nature ordered toward liis perfection, excellence—his virtue. 

Han has a natural inclination toward virtue. The specific moaning of virtue 
depends on the fact that there is a hierarchy within man, indicated by the 
distinction between body, which is lower than the soul, which in its work is 
lower than the mind, the intellect, nous. Kan is a rational animal, he is the 
being which possesses logos. Logos means speech or reason. I.'an is, then, by 
nature social, which does not mean that men are by nature nice. Very far from 
that. But even the greatest criminal and irresponsible anarchist is this only 
by virtue of being social and a being which can bo social in the positive sense 
of the word, can be anti-social—he can never bo a-social. Therefore, since 
man is by nature social, his perfection is linked up with the perfection of 
society and the developed notion of the perfect society is that of the best 
regime. The best regime is that which is dedicated to virtue, primarily to 
moral virtue, which is virtue of character and it would be in itself the rule 
of the virtuous man. Now the distinction is made between the best regime in 
the strict sense, ant 1 the best regime in the norc popular sense. In the strict 
sense it would bo t.c rule of the wise without law, the mile of living intelli¬ 
gence^ The popular view connected with this, which is more easily understood, 
is the rule of aristocracy, the rule of men who are good through habituation, 
as distinguished from wisdom, the rule of gentlemen. This was, in fact, under¬ 
stood as the rule of the urban patrician, which derives its means of liveli¬ 
hood from farming. This much as a reminder of the more general characteristics 
of classical thought. 

Je must never forget in thinking of the history of modern times, that there 
was also an alternative to classical political philosophy in classical times, 
and that wo may loosely call classical materialism, here, not virtue is the 
principle, but pleasure. But, and this is decisive: the hedonists of classi¬ 
cal antiquity, were unpolitical. Political hedonism is a modern phenomenon. 

In other words, they don*t count when we speak of political philosophy. They 
only gave shrewd advice on how to live pleasantly in spite of government, so 
to speak. 

Mow, let us see how the problem appears in modern times, and I speak first 
of what I call the first wave, which begins with Machiavelli, and which leads 
up to, but not quite including, Rousseau. The formula which I suggest is po¬ 
litical hedonism—not virtue, but pleasure is the primary concern. Virtue, 
morality, the moral law or the natural law, as it was called, is derivative. 

The legal expression of that is that not man’s duties, but his rights are 
primary and these rights are reduced to one fundamental right from which all 
others oan be derived, the right to self preservation. This whole view pre¬ 
sents itself and conceives of itself os due to a lowering of the standards 
of classical political philosophy. They thought, of course, that those 
standards were not only lofty, but foolishly lofty and quixotic. Hence, one 
can describe the tendency of these men—iiachiavelli, Hobbes, Locke—by say¬ 
ing that, they were in our language, realistic, to take men as they are, not 
as they ought to bo. 

In this first wave, the notion of man as a rational animal is preserved. 
Furthermore, there is preserved the orientation by nature. But here 
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a very ixpoftoBt change oust be noticed: 'ite relation or nan to tho rest of 
nature is, according to this first wave, not one of fundamental harmony, but 
one of antagonism-conquest of nature or, to state it more precisely, that 
part of nature which is man rerolts a^jainst tho rest of nature and tries to 
dominate it. 

Xn other words, nature survives in this first wave as a standard, but rather 
as a negative sta n d ar d* Nature is that which is to bo negated or overcome, 
but which, by its peculiar character, gives a direction to the negation, to 
the overcoming* 

There are certain difficulties which lad to the later development. Let me 
mention two: If man in to conquer nature, he oust occupy a place outside of 
the whole, there oust be some archlmedsan point whero man, and nan alone, 
stands. There is no provision for that in this early teaching and this led 
to the later touching regarding freedom as developed especially in German 
ideal i sm. The question can also be stated as follows: If nature is bad, 
as it oust be, if it is to bo conquered, con it supply us with any standards? 
Now, these questions were faced by Houssoau* 

In this second stags nature ceases to be tho standard* Not nature, but reason, 
supplies these requirements* This appears particularly in Kant, who con¬ 
ceives of the moral law as the law of roaaon, in contradistinction, to a law 
of nature, uhoreos in tho traditional view, still preserved up to Kant,"* 
the law of reason, the moral law, was at the same tine the law of nature* 

Nhat about the understanding of man e; a rational animal? That seams to be 
clearly preserved, but reason seems to moan no longer the same thing as had 
up to that time* B ouss e a u explicitly questions the view of man as a rational 
animal* Not the understanding, but freedom, he says, is the peculiarity of 
man* Not understanding, but freedom of tho will* In some connection with 
that, Kant identifies practical reason, which according to him reaches farther 
than theoretical reason, with the will* So that Kant, and even Hegel, speak 
of reason as something different from what Plato and Aristotle meant by 
reason* 


Now, with these ra dica l changes* those non of the second wave attempt to re¬ 
store classical political philosophy, to give civil society, the commonwealth, 
bade the dignity which it possessed in classical times, which it had lost by 
virtue of its reduction to s mesas for tho wolf preservation of the individ¬ 
ual. In Houseman this is perfectly dear* Hie whole political teaching is 
an attempt to restore the classical notion of the pelis, which scans to re¬ 
store virtue in the cl a ss ic a l sense* Boussoait*a fight with his predecessors 
is a criticism of the attempt to find sons substitute for virtue, for example, 
in trade* Take the crude formula of Mandevillei private vice—public bene¬ 
fits, which moans certain vices are ouch sore conducive to tho cosoon good 
than virtue would be* and judicious wolf interest can take the place of moral 
virtue* a notion which was very co m mon in the 18th and part of the l?th 
century* So* what Ho u s so au and the German idealists tried to dq is a syn¬ 
thesis between classical po l i tical philosophy, its elevated notion of civil 
society, and the first wave of modernity with its peculiar realism* 
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This elaborated political doctrine stands and falls with philosophy of 
history which only at this stage became essential to philosophy in general, 
and to political philosophy in particular. 

"ihat about the third wave? The third wave is characterized by the fact that 
now the radical break is made with, for the first time, rationalism, with the 
▼iew that man ic essentially the rational clement* This break with rationalism 
is based on the belief in history—iiistory understood as a non—rational process* 
The fundamental promises of thought tiro declared to bo historical, they differ 
from historical epoch to historical epoch* The fundamental premises are 
contingent* Mature is indeed the basis of all history, but everything we say 
about nature or thought about nature is historical* There is no possibility 
of appeal from history to nature or to reason. ..‘hat is characteristic of 
Nietzsche is that he is aware of tills difficulty and tries to solve it by an 
ultimate appeal to nature, but in no way an appeal to reason* 

I must make this somewhat more specific by restating it from a slightly dif¬ 
ferent point of view* I would like to bring the argument somewhat nearer now 
to Nietzsche*s own statement. Now, Nietzsche bos said very clearly, perhaps . 
most clearly in his preface to Beyond Good and 23vil, that the position a&tinst 
which he is directed, is Plato and Plato's notion of a pore mind perceiving 
the pure truth. From this point of view, according to Nietzsoho, religion, 
and particularly Christianity, is only a popular Platonism* This platonio 
view, with some modifications which are at the moment not important, is also 
that of Aristotle* There is a mind, an intellect, which perceives forms* 

There is such a thing as tho form of things, the essence of things, there is 
such a thing as mental perception* This was, of course, by no moans the view 
of everyone in pro-modern times* There was a school of thought, particularly 
in the middle ages but existing also in classical times, which is called 
nominalism, and which denies that there is such a thing as forms, as essences, 
as uni versals. Nominalism simply says that all universale such as tree, house, 
man, are mere names, strict nominalism would say that nothing corresponds to 
these univorsals in tho things* One point, however, is crucial: According to 
the pro-modern nominalists naturo operates in an occult way in the universals. 
These universals are not arbitrary makings of man, they are produced in us 
by nature* There is, then, according to those nominalists, both ancient and 
medieval, a harmony between the human mind and nature, just as it is according 
to Plato and Aristotle* 

But there was a third alternative, mare extr em e in classical antiquity and 
that was skepticism, pure and simple and one can state the thesis of skepti¬ 
cism simply as follows: There is no harmony between tho mind and nature or, 
in other Words, there is no possibility of knowledge* 

Now, lot us look at a characteristically modern thesis, characteristically 
modern because all the older views survived, and to some extent still survive 
in various ways. 
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That characteristically modern view can be stated as follows: There is no 
harmony betv/eon the mind and nature and yot a possibility of knowledge. In 
other words t it accepts the skeptical thesis* but does not accept the skepti¬ 
cal conclusion. liou is it possible that there be knowledge although there is 
no harmony between the mind and nature.-" Because knowledge is simply the harbor¬ 
ing of given data* human understanding putting its imprint on the given, ac¬ 
cording to Locke's formulation* the abstract ideas, that is the equivalent to 
universale* are the inventions and creatures of the understanding made by it 
for its own use. In other words* the making of these universals is in no way 
a natural process, Now, connected with this view which came into the fore in 
the l?th century* there are two other theses which we also have to consider 
to prepare for an understanding of Nietzsche. 

The other view which 1 now want to mention is this: The visible universe has 
come into being* there are no final causes. The genesis of the visible uni¬ 
verse is strictly mechanical* sketched clearly by Descartes and developed in 
quasi-clussical form by Kant* On this basis* the novel conclusion was drawn 
by Rousseau. If the visible universe has come into being without any final 
cause and is strictly mechanical* then it follows that the very understanding* 
the very reason* roust have come into being. The peculiarity of this view 
becomes apparent most clearly in Rousseau's Discourse on the Origin of Inequality. 
This second Discourse is modeled on an ancient, materialistic* writing: 

Lucretius* On the Nature of Things* There is no genesis of reason or under¬ 
standing in Jbucretius, because there are mind atoms which as atoms could not 
have come into boring and arc always* Lucretius describes the genesis of 
language* but Rousseau transforms this account into an account of the genesis 
of reason, which is on entirely different story. 

Again: Such men as Locke had discussed the genesis of reason but only the 
genesis of reason in the individual* What concerned Rousseau was the genesis 
of reason in the human race* I Ian was originally a stupid animal who then ac¬ 
quired reason. The consequence is that history* from this point of view* 
reaches much deeper than was hitherto thought* Dp to that time* history meant 
what happened to man* i.e.* what happened to an unchangeable nature of man. 

But now there is no such natural which is unchangeable, man is as man becoming* 
man has no nature to speak of. 

Now I take another view which belongs to this group of teachings: In these 
modern doctrines of the 17th century, the traditional vie-, of natural law is 
#e-written, so that the emphasis is rather on rights than on duties. In the 
traditional vie-.; rights arc derivative from duties* we have rights—f.e., the 
right to speak—because we have the duty to speak. That means* of course* a 
limitation of the right* because we have the duty to speak true* relevant* 
things* thorefore we do not have the right to irrelevant lies. In this modern 
view most clearly expressed in Hobbes* the fundamental fact is the natural 
right from which all duties ure derived. This right, as 1 said before, is the 
right of self preservation and this doctrine is developed in a doctrine of the 
state of nature. Man is a rational animal, prior to society—that is the 
state of nature. In other words* man is by nature rational* but not social. 
Society is derivative from deliberation or calculation. He is a being which 
can deliberate and calculate. Here again we see the epoch-making importance 
of Rousseau. Rousseau says if man in the state of nature is pre-social, then 
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by this Tory fact ho is pro-rational. How, then, can the state of nature 
supply us with any standards if it is the state of the stupid animal? The 
solution to this problem was found by Kant and his successors. .Jot nature, 
and particularly the state of nature, but reason, the laws of reason in con- 
tradistxnction to the laws of nature supplies the standards. If the state 
of nature is what Rousseau proved it to be on the basis of the premises of 
Hobbes and Locke, namely a pro-social and, therefore, a pre-rational state, 
let s forget about the state of nature, it is meaningless for our intentions. 
This is the conclusion which men like Kant and Hegel drew. But not Rousseau, 
and here we com© somewhat closer to the Uietzochean doctrine. 

^ preservation is the fundamental human, moral, fact, it is implied 
that life itself, which self preservation tries to preserve, is pleasant. 

>/hy do we work so hard in preserving our life, if our life itself is not 
thought to be pleasant or sweet? accordingly, Rousseau says that the basis 
of any concern with self-preservation is the sentiment of existence, the 
sweet, pleasant, sentiment of existence underlying all other sentiments. 

This sentiment of existence in his presentation is identical with the senti¬ 
ment of union with nature. 1'rora this it follows that there is a contradic- 
tioa tetuwn the basis of self-preservation, namely the sentiment of existence, 
and what thin sontiment of oxistcnce gives rise to. The sontiment of ex¬ 
istence gives rise to concern with self preservation. You wish to presorvo 
that sweetest of all sweet tilings—existence. Low what is this that self- 
preservation gives rise to, which is not clearly given as the sentiment of 
existence? In one word: civilization. The whole effort of civilization is 
an attempt to preserve existence, to preserve life, and there is a radical 
disproportion, according to Rousseau, between whr.t we try to preserve and 
our effort. Because the moat fundamental fact from which wo start, the 
sentiment of existence, the sentiment of perfect bliss, cannot be achieved 
by man s doing, that is there, but our activity brings it away from us, 
and that is the tragedy of civilization according to Rousseau. In other 
words, there is a disproportion between society which is the corrective ef¬ 
fort toward self preservation, and tiie individual. There is a fundamental 
antagonism between everything common, be it society or science, and my own. 

The contradictions for which Rousseau is famous are not disgraceful contra¬ 
dictions, Rousseau was aware of them, the only solution which he found as a 
last resort was a return to the state of nature with its primitive simplicity, 
but a return on the level of humanity. Rousseau did not think that it was 
possible or desirable that we sliould bocorao simple brutes. This approximation 
to the state of nature is what we may call the solitary dreamer or artist 
living oa the fringes of civilization. 

Rousseau*s greatest pupils, the German philosophers Kant and Hegel, rejected 
thim antinomy altogether and, incidently, Uarx followed Hegel in this respect. 
They believed there is a harmonious solution possible, namely, the individual 
finding his fulfilment in the common, in the universal. Practically, the 
individual finds liis fulfilment as a member of the rational state or the 
rational society. The theoretical solution of the German idealists was based 
on an acceptance of the fundamental dualism between nature and mind or reason. 
Given that dualism, and no return to the sub-mental state of nature is, of 
course imaginable. The unfolding of the mind or of reason, that is history 
from this point of view. In the vulgar version of this school, a rational 
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process and a completed process. ih it happened after this as far as it is 
immediately relevant for our problem? It can bo described as the reaction to 
Iiegel on the basis of Hegel. Ilogel had taught that the individual, including 
of course, the individual thinker or philosopher, is the son of his time, lie 
cannot possibly transcend the fundamental premises of his epoch or his nation. 
This was accepted, but against Hegel it was said the process is not finished 
and not finishablc. This vieu that man at his highest and freest is a son of 
his time and tliat the historical process is not finished nor finishable, are 
the characteristics of what the Germans called the "historical consciousness" 
and this is the starting point of Nietzsche. 

Nietzsche's whole position cun be described from this point of viow as follows5 
Nietzsche turned against German idealism and in so doing he returns to the 
problem of iousoeau. The individual cannot solve ills problem in and through 
the state or society, nor through science or rational philosophy. Nietzsche's 
philosophy of the future is no longer rational philosophy. Nietzsche returns 
to Nousseau's problem on the basis of the historical consciousness and this 
explains the deviations of Nietzsche from Rousseau. 

Let us see how this works out concretely: Reason or mind are derivative—in 
Nietzsche a:j well as in Uousueau, but reason or mind is derivative not merely 
from sense perception, as quite a few British empiricists would have admitted* 
The whole sphere of conscious thought, including sense perception, including 
reason, is derivative from the 3clf, as Nietzsche calls it, and the self, he 
says very enigmatically, is the body* As for the sentiment of existence of 
which Rousseau had spoken, this is no longer understood by Nietzsche as an ex¬ 
perience of fundamental bliss, it is rather an experience of anguish, exposed¬ 
ness, or suffering. That was the vie:; made very popular in the middle of the 
last century by Schopenhauer. But Nietzsche says against these pessimists, 
"willing liberates." It is absurd to deny life or to take refuge into some 
afterworld because of life's suffering and imperfection. One of the many 
formulas: the heart of the earth is of gold; in the final version the doctrine 
of eternal return understood as a most radical and comprehensive yes to life 
with its sufferings and imperfoctions• 

Willing liberates. Properly understood that moans that the acts of willing 
and of creation which liberate are the great views of the whole, developed by 
creative people or creative individuals* Now these creative acts have a kind 
of sequence and the totality of those acts is known to us and is history. 

Thought is radically historical. From this it follows that truth becomes 
radically problematic. Therefore it becomes necessary in order to save the 
possibility of truth to transcend history, to integrate history into a trane- 
historical whole which men call, and Nietzsche sometimes calls, nature, internal 
return, Nietzsche's formula for nature, comprises history, and it comprises 
in particular tho future. This integration of history into nature takes place 
without restoring reason or objective knowledge to its original status. 1 
would like to explain this last point again. 

I begin again at the beginning. There is nothing eternal or sempiternal, there 
is no pure mind, fill knowledge is perspectivity, and belongs to a specific 
perspective. All knowledge is a function of life, i.e., of historically speci¬ 
fied life. There is not simply the perspective of man as man as against the 
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perspective of a dog or an elephant as elephant, /til truth we can say, is 
subjective. Tho world as it is understood by anyone is the apparent world 
and the true world is a meaningless term. All knowledge in interpretation and 
not the mere text, and therefore creation. There is a variety of perspective, 
and this change is not a rational change, meaning a progressive development. 

The difficulty is this: If I say all knowledge is perspective, I have knowledge 
regarding knowledge. T is knowledge regarding knowledge i3 a second-level 
knowledge. This knowledge regarding knowledge is knowledge of what is and not 
interpretation, creation, subjective thought. This leads to the great conse¬ 
quence that the most comprehensive knowledge of which man is capable, the 
highest knowledge of which man is capable, has the status of objective knowl¬ 
edge. Any view about men, stars, time, God, has relativity to the time of 
thought and is true only in that perspective, but the relation botween the 
worldview and the specific man, this insight, is no longer perspectivity. 

The findings of modern science have relativity to modern man, in the first 
place to modem western man and then by virtue of the westernization of all 
men, acquire a seeming universality. 

V/hy did Nietzsche not leave it at that, every sociologist of knowledge leaves 
it at that? 'Jhy is Nietzsche more demanding? Nietzsche has stated this dif¬ 
ficulty almost from tho beginning in his second ''Reflections out of Reason, 

The Advantage and disadvantage of History." There he says that this doctrine 
of the historicity of all thought is true but deadly. Therefore, this doctrine 
relativizes all substantive thought. Because if 1 know that all 1 believe, 
all 1 cherish, is not strictly speaking true, then this formal truth is very 
poor and cold comfort. Hence, there is a fundamental confliot between truth 
or science and life, or art. Art belongs together with life from this point 
of view because art is a direct expression of life. In order to live humanly, 
in order that there be a culture, we . need closed horizons, not the open 
horizon of science or philosophy. \!<s need a closed horizon, we need delusions, 
or as Nietzsche said, v/e need a lie. Lie here does not mean what Plato means 
by the noble lie, which is for purely political purposes, but he meant the 
thing itself must be a lie. This is, of course, not Nietzsche's solution. 

Noone knew better than he that it is impossible to enclose yourself in a ho¬ 
rizon. It is not Nietzsche's solution but the statement of the problem. 

A more adequate statement of the problom is this: Is it not possible to live 
humanly on the basis of the deadly truth of Idatoricism or relativism? Is 
it not perhaps possible to live humanly on tho highest level, superhumanly, 
precisely on the basis of relativism? Is this devastating knowledge not per¬ 
haps greatest opportunity as tho jumping off place for man's highest 

possibility—what Nietzsche means by tho superman? Nietzsche is, therefore, 
compelled to deny that the most comprehensive knowledge can have the status 
of objective luiowledgo. Hie highest 1 knowledge must be itself created. It 
must even be created to a higher dogree than all other forms of knowledge and 
this must be connected with tho fact that this knowledge is tho first created 
knowledge which embodies self-knowlodgo of the creative character of knowledge. 
How is this possible? Kan becomes aware that he is the creator of all cate¬ 
gories and values. Nietzsche says, as it were, that this awareness is not 
truly a way to a non-creative man. Ke can repeat these formulae, but he cannot 
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understand it. lie talks of creativity as a blind man about colors. Therefore, 
the very introduction of the terra creativity, if it is not a meaningless 
phrase* changes the picture radically, Nietzsche, however, that is his 
creative act* is preceded by a kind of knowledge which is not creative, which 
is equally accessible to creative und non—creative men. Zvoryone knows 
that God is dead. This knowledge, however, equally accessible to all, is 
incomplete and therefore not objective. Because it is incomplete it can be 
interpreted, and must be interpreted in two radically different ways: it can 
be interpreted basely, non-creatively, as ordinary relativism, or nobly, 
creatively. It is merely a basic assumption of academic relativists who say 
that the base interpretation is more scientific than the noble interpretation. 
Both interpretations are not simply scientific. This raere function formula 
is neutral and, therefore, incomplete. I remind you in this connection of 
Nietzsche’s distinction between the knower and the noble man. The creative 
interpretation of this is that all values and all categories are human creutions. 
So the mere objective formulu would be something like merely subjective, merely 
historical. But to understand them as creations and to use this expression 
meaningfully, the individual must have some experience of creativity, ho must 
to some extent have been a creator. The creative interpretation consists, 
however, in the observational assertion that all these reflections of man are 
human creations and then it is developed, und that is a very simple tiling, 
into the view that being is the will to power. The fundamental error, from 
Nietzsche’s point of view, is that there is something which is always, death¬ 
less, is not a mere theoretical error, but is rooted in the spirit of revenge, 
as the spirit of gravity or heaviness, which means in a particular form of the 
will to power, in a particular form of the will. 

(tape change) 

Nietzsche gives some answer to that question in the speech on riddles and 
visions. The doctrine of eternal return is based, according to Nietzsche, on 
an enigmatic vision. Ue may say that the very notion of an enigmatic vision 
is the synthesis of cognition, objective knowledge and creation. In other 
words, what we call creation is also interpreted by the very poets themselves 
as inspiration. It is not simply their conscious production, it is also some¬ 
thing which comes out of them without their own doing. The doctrine of eternal 
return is not pure awareness. The doctrine of eternal return, the touchstone 
of Nietzsche's doctrine, is indeed a doctrine of the trans-historical whole 
of nature. But it is not in itself and not meant to be a rational doctrine, 
it is an enigmatic vision. 

I hope X have succeeded in making clear to you Nietzsche's problems. As for 
his answers, this is difficult to understand. At times they sound like mere 
assertions of which one cannot know whether they correspond to anything. 

(In answer to a question): Everything that is implied in this presentation 
and the inductive reasoning by virtue of which he arrives at the view that Y 
is the function of X. Surely this is universal. That is only another way of 
stating, can you avoid the universal. If it is possible to conceive, as all 
historicism is trying to do, as a kind of dead and ossified antique. The 
natural law doctrine of the stoics is an expression of a certain stage of 
classical antiquity. This stage of classical antiquity was something real, 
and was then projected into this doctrine of natural law. That means that 
this universal doctrine, the doctrine of the natural law is only seemingly 
universal because its root is a particular man—classical man. 
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.-'hen people today speak of "our civilisation," that is, of course, historicism 
of the crudest kind, which is not even aware of its theoretical premises. 

-ositiviatic social science even at its best raises the question of the "spirit 
of our age*" In former times it was very simple: philosophic questions are 
questions in the statement of which proper names do not occur, except inci- 
dently* If harnenides has a certain theory and Aristotle discusses it, he 
must do so by mentioning the name of Parmenides* On the basis of tho histori¬ 
cal consciousness proper names occur in tho most important passages, because 
if the human race is rooted in the particular this surely must be so* This 
simple state of affairs shows that sooner or later we must come to the uni¬ 
versal and this is the great difficulty for modern thought* It is a conse¬ 
quence of tho fact that we are rational beings and universality is an expression 
of our rationality* 

(In answer to a question): • • • when I say "chipmunks are," there is pre¬ 
supposed that I know wh.t it moans to be. Therefore, this knowledge of what 
it means to be precedes all possible scientific knowledge and is, therefore, 
’wholly independent of any scientific knowledge, it is in the moot radical 
sense a priori. Science, therefore, may be an object of philosophic study 
but it cannot teach science anything* • • • You can see how Nietzsche solves 
the problem of God* The coranon atheism simply says that any God or gods are 
simply projections of tho human soul, or the relations of production, or what 
have you. Heidegger is aware that this is not sufficient but, on the other 
hand, he is unable to accept any earlier belief as Nietzsche does* In his 
solution, the ground of any god or gods is not the human soul, but to be— 
the highest of all grounds* This is the ground which we always presuppose, 
of which we always have some awareness in any speech. 

(Sorry, part of tape inaudible.) 


May 11 

I found a statement which Nietzsche made in his early writing on history which 
might make the remarks I made last time clearer. "The doctrine of the sov¬ 
ereignty of becoming, of the fluidity of all concepts, types and species, of 
the fundamental difference between man and boast are true but deadly ." 

What he says here is that there is no being, it is therefore only a different 
expression of what he calls in the Zarathusira "the death of God." The con¬ 
sequence of this, as we have seen more than once, is the last man, the man 
who is satisfied with his situation* 

The premise stated here can also be stated as follows: In the "Gay Science," 
aphorism 301, "nature is always valueless*" Now, if the most comprehensive 
truth is deadly, how can we live? The first answer would be that we have to 
live in delusion, in the world of appearance, we have to accept fundamental 
lies* Science must be rejected in the name of art* These notions have been 
accepted by quite a few people, more in Europe than in the Anglo-Saxon coun¬ 
tries, but Nietzsche himself was never satisfied with it, because it is im¬ 
possible to live on the basis of what v/o know to be a delusion—intellectual 
honesty asserts itself* l/e must accept the ugly truth, so much so that the 
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posts themselves rruot become "penitents of the spirit," as he says in the 
speech on the poets. But, how is it possible to live on the basis of the 
deadly truth" I quote an aphorism from the Dawn of horning, aphorism 44, 
and the statement is put in italics, which Nietzsche now and then does? 

"v.'ith the insight into the origin, the insignificance of the origin increases, 
ihereas what is nearest to us, around us, and within us, begins to show grad¬ 
ually colors, beauty and rhythm and wealth of significance of which earlier 
man did not dream." However, wo know the origins—say, evolution and things 
like this, v:c know that nature is valueless, that all values are of human 
origin and hence have no support from nature or God. Having discovered the 
emptiness of the world itself, of the objective truth, of any possible origin 
of first causes, we turn rioro passionately to the world which is of concern 
to us, to our world, the world which is our work, our fiction. V/c realize 
that the very concern with the origin, with the without, with what is always, 
impoverishes the world raid ourselves, iicnce wo abolish the true world. This 
is not merely an arbitrary act, because it is done in the first place by the 
positivistic critique of metaphysics, by virtue of which the notion of the 
first cause or causes is abandoned, and replaced by infinite causes, and sec¬ 
ondly, as far ns the scientist is concerned, by realizing that the scientific 
is only one interpretation among many. This abolition of every without, namely 
outside of the world we live and understand ourselves, there is also according 
to Nietzsche, loyalty to the earth, being fully at home in the world. As long 
as we believe in any first cause or causes, this first cause has a higher dig¬ 
nity than the world in which v/c live and, therefore, they impoverish the world 
in which we live. 

3o, we must be fully at home in this world, yet wc preserve the awareness 
that the world of concern to us has no support except our creativity. Or, in 
otherwords, tho awareness that man is a rope over an abyss. But this world 
with colors and values as a product of creation or interpretation, is neces¬ 
sarily historically determined. Tho expression for that is all knowledge is 
perspectivity, there is not the objective knowledge, nor can we speak of the 
subjective luiowledge because there is a variety of such subjective knowledges. 

The difficulties on this level are these: In the first place there is a va¬ 
riety of subjective truth or comprehensive world views and the truth must be 
one. Secondly, there is an objective truth regarding many subjective truths. 
This moans that the most comprehensive truth, the highest truth, is objective. 
Thirdly, this objective truth is deadly, so we have not solved the problem at 
all. Yet, and this is the last part of Nietzsche’s argument, that objective 
truth is ambiguous and incomplete, it must be interpreted and thereby com¬ 
pleted. The interpretation is either noble or base. Objectively, there is 
no preference of the noble or base. The noble interpretation interprets the 
relation of these world views to man in terms of the creativity of man and 
this creativity i3 defined by Nietzsche more precisely as will to power. 

This is the noble interpretation because it is based on the experience of 
creativity, whereas the base interpretation lacks this experience. And, it 
is not a mere postulate because it is based on an experience. The new inter¬ 
pretation, the final interpretation, the final philosophy, the most compre¬ 
hensive perspective, is based on the self-consciousness of creativity. All 
earlier philosophies are interpretations, and were not aware of tho fundamental 
significance of creativity, they did not present themselves as creations or 
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which means an infinite affirmation of life with all sufferings and defects. 

The doctrine of eternal return preserves the principles, there is no without. 

Any concern with the without is inimraical to life. Or, we can also say, the 
doctrine of eternal return preserves the principle that there is nothing eternal 
or sempiternal except individuals in their individuality—eternal return of 
the same. 

The doctrine of eternal return is based, according to Nietzsche, on an enigmatic 
vision. Perhaps all earlier interpretations of the world were also based on 
enigmatic visions. lot, they claim to be based on objective and rational 
knowledge, and they have been refuted by rational criticism. Nietzsche's en¬ 
igmatic vision is meant to be in accordance with that objective criticism of 
all metaphysics. Nietzsche's enigmatic vision claims to be in accordance with 
the deadly truth of evolution and historicism. 

Now, let me return to a subject to which I referred last time, the development 
after Nietzsche which grew out of Nietzsche. Think, for example, of the psychol- 
°ey unmasking w.iich Nietzsche would explain as will to power in every human 
phenomenon. Or, the distinction between facts and values which is post— 
Nietzschean and has its origin in certain objections of Nietzsche, flat, in 
most cases, Nietzsche's influence was unavowed and perhaps even unknown. 

In ay remarks I will limit myself to tho most important "existentialist" 
that is Heidegger. Heidegger's criticism of Nietzsche is very exact and ac¬ 
cording to Nietzsche's own thought. It confirms primarily the doctrine of 
eternal return, because if that is dropped, Nietzsche's whole doctrine is 
finished. 

The doctrine of eternal return is introduced by Nietzsche, as you will remember, 
as tho successful overcoming of the spirit of revenge. All philosophies which 
posit sometning eternal are rooted, according to Nietzsche, in the spirit of 
revenge, the spirit of escaping, of radical perishability of everything. The 
question which Heidegger raises is docs Nietzsche overcome the spirit of re¬ 
venge? Is not the very doctrine of the eternal return characterized by a re¬ 
volt against the mere perishing, against tho past, against time. In Heidegger-s 
doctrine there is no eternal in any sense. His first book is entitled "Being 
and Time"; being is in every sense in time and no reference to eternity is 
even possible. 

Nietzsche himself had said "when a man who suffers deeply has life under his 
protection, there is revenge in him." Let us look at a page in Narathustra, 
page 218, paragraph 3. 


The danger of those who always give is that they lose their sense of shame; 
and the heart and hand of those who always mete out become callous from 
always meting out. Iiy eye no longer wells over at the shame of those who 
beg; my hand has grown too hard for the trembling of filled hands. ..here 
have the tears of my eyes gone and the down of my heart? Oh, the loneliness 
of all giversl Oh, the taciturnity of all who shinei 



• >■■5 can also say that Nietzsche’s emphasis on cruelty as essential to knowledge 
is an evasion of the presence of the spirit of revenge. And last but not least 
Nietzsche, in opposition to the tarantula or egalitarian revolution is a 
counter-tarantula and if the spirit of revenge shows itself empirically first 
as the spirit of the egalitarian revolution, it will also show itself in its 
opponent. Measured by Nietzsche's own standard, his doctrine is insufficient, 
lie goes on to say that the doctrine of eternal return regains a riddle and 
there are two ways in which people evade that riddle. The first is that the 
doctrine is a fantastic mysticism, the second, that it is as old as the hills. 
The only criticism that is of interest is that the doctrine of eternal return 
is a fantastic mysticism* To which Heidegger answers that our age teaches 
us that the doctrine of eternal return is not a fantastic mysticism. V/hy is 
that so? "Hint else is the essence of tho modern machine except one form of 
the eternal return of the came,"—modern technology. This is an exaggeration 
because no machine produces eternally. 

Given this state of affairs we must raise these two questions: (1) ./hat is 
the motive of the doctrine of eternal return, and (2) why did Heidegger, or 
existentialism as a whole, fail to consider this? The second question is 
identical with the question what is the difference between existentialism 
and Nietzscheo How, what is the motive of the doctrine of eternal return? 

I remind you of the explicit argument: the will is present like perishability, 
by passing away, by time, hence time must be so conceived that the will is not 
present, that the past can be willed. The only way this can be done is return 
of the past—eternal return. How, lot us call the world of becoming and 
perishing the natural world. Then we have to say Nietzsche tides to preserve 
the natural world of becoming and perishing against any degradation by some¬ 
thing above the natural world, by willing eternal return. Let us come some¬ 
what more closely to the conflicts in the speech on revenge. The speech 
starts from an enumeration of human defects, generally the fragmentary char¬ 
acter of man. This fragraentarinosG is to be conquered. The complete man, 
the perfect man is the superman. Yet, the fragmentariness is to be redeemed; 
and not by the completion of man but in a way in which the fragmentariness 
itself is to be preserved. V/hy is that necessary? The spirit of revenge 
had cone to sight first as the spirit of egalitarian revolution, the tarantula. 
Over against this Nietzsche asserts inequality. But on what basis? Ultimately 
on the basis of nature. There is, then, a connection between eternal return 
and the concern with the integrity of the natural order. How can this be done? 

Sternal return is willed before it i3 in any way asserted. It is willed be¬ 
cause nature wills it. But why is nature willed? You must remember the 
problematic status of nuture in Nietzsche's thought. Is the natural order 
given to man or is it not rather created by man's will? This remains obscure. 
If the natural order is merely given, the will revolts. Hence, the natural 
order must be willed if it is to be accepted. The natural order is as such 
the object of theoretical knowledge. Yet, not theoretical knowledge, but 
creative knowledge. The natural order must be somehow understood as creation 
by man. lihy does the willing of nature lead to return? Because nature is 
past, it essentially precedes the will. Nature, according to Nietzsche's 
final understanding is the will to power. Hence, there is an infinite process 
of self overcoming, self overcoming being the highest form of the will to power 



Yet, there must be a peal-:, for the will to knowledge is a codification of the 
will to power, in. a way she most spiritual fore of the will to power—and the 
will to knowledge requires a peak. But if there is a peal:, there is neces¬ 
sarily a descent, ultimately to the lowest forms of the will to power, what 
we might call inanimate matter. The will to meaning, and to the highest meaning, 
is then completely overcome and defeated by utter meaninglessness. Chance 
and meaninglessness defeat the meaning giving world since there is no essen¬ 
tial necessity that the highest human creation will last. -.That Nietzsche is 
trying to do is to transform the ultimate defeat of she will into a victory. 

The third consideration: ail knowledge is perspectivity. from this it fol¬ 
low's that the highest knowledge is thus related to the broadest perspective. 

The perspectives are rooted in the will, the fundamental will of the thinker. 

This fundamental will of the thinkers is not merely willed, because deeper 
than the ego or the reason is the self. This will is fate, everything good 
is inherited. The unconditional, the fundamental will is in fact conditioned. 

How can this be reconciled? An answer to that is the question of the eternal 
return. 

One cannot will the peak -without v/illing the descent. One cannot will the 
complete man without willing the fragmentary man. Man's conquest of nature 
and human nature, if completed, leads to the consequence that man manipulates 
everything including himself; and this is the last man. Confronted with this 
situation there is a need for a return to nature, the non-manipulated nature, 
the restoration of nature. That is to say, the consequence of a return to 
nature is interpreted in terms of the primary process which was the conquering 
process. The conqueror must conquer himself* More simply stated: in a 
given state of affairs the natural conditions become now the objectives of 
policy. Kan's domestication is the result of modern civilization, but this 
complete domestication is incompatible with, man's highest possibilities. 
Therefore, nan as a non-domesticated animal must now become the objective 
of policy, i.e., of will. This can be found also in, for example, Sorei. 

The concern with the passions might become weakened, and therefore it becomes 
an object ox policy to encourage and strengthen the passions. The doctrine 
of eternal return, we can say, is a theoretical expression of this state of 
things. Whereas in former times the passions were taken for granted as 
guaranteed by nature, the nature of man, and the objective of policy was to 
control them, now the natural conditions themselves must be willed and in 
the most comprehensive form this is Nietzsche's doctrine of eternal return. 
Eternal return is willed because nature is no longer understandable except 
as will. 

What then is the relation between Nietzsche and existentialism? Heidegger 
himself has said that Nietzsche was not an existential thinker, but at the 
same time he says, speaking of a certain statement in Nietzsche, here someone 
has cried out from the depth. Now, a philosopher who cries ex profundi is 
by definition an existentialist. Aristotle never did that. Prom these two 
contradictory statements it appears that Nietzsche prepares existentialism 
but he transcends it, or rather, he falls back into metaphysics. How does 
he prepare it? The origin of all meanings is subject, i.e., the specific 
subject. The decisive truth is subjective. Human life as it generally 
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exists is a horizon-forming project. The subject is not the ego, the reason, 
but the sair* the existing raau. 'x’hcope'ti.coX concepts lead men away frou the 
world of their concern, rake nen mere onlookers, prevent him from bain;- a 
true self. Only the experience and not the inferred, the conjecture, '■•an 
have serious meaning for nan. But Nietzsche prefers the awareness, which is 
not in existcntialisn, the question of man's origin cannot bo abandoned. 

!Uhe cosmological prcolem reassert a itself in the doctrine of the eternal re¬ 
turn. In other wor'is, to put it in Nietzsche's own language, the question of 
the uithout cannot be abandoned, ileidegger's answer seems to be that the 
question of nan's origin is a mystery and cannot be answered. To exist, to 
live as human beuxgs, means to ac;apt this Mystery as a mystery and not try 
to make it a theoretical subject. But the question is whether this is 
feasible at all. do much for v;hal we started last time. 

How let us continue our study of ‘.he third part of the iiarathustra and if 
possible to finish it. 


(In answer to a question): There are two possibilities. According to the 
old-fashioned view we world then be wiser and therefore act more wisely. 

This, however, is no longer possible. But it could be restated ar, follows: 
Regardless of what our values are, uo want to succeed, we want to get what 
we desire. now, the best .'ora of knowledge regarding means for any possible 
ends are supplied by science. Therefore, from every point of view science 
is required if science, and of course the most complete and comprehensive 
science, is available. Pruonnce, in the older sense, is superseded by 
science. I'or example, in the older days marriage was decided by the prudent 
choice of the iniividuals concerned. Along the lines of this scientistic 
orientation, the place of prucence would be taken by a matrimonial science, 
which would {-<*11 everyone who is the beat spouse for him or her. In principle, 
this, means 'he possibility of complete riiiiipulation of every human beingo 
Must one *’ot think this through', iiust uie not ask whether thin i s in itself 
a good . lin S ° r a possible thing? If there is a relationship between modern 
8Cie:»'o anc the last man, we must ask whit is the counter-movement to th-iq 
do-nopment toward the last man. Nietzsdie's answer to that is nature. 
M-etzsche, just as Plato before him, beloved that the good society is a so¬ 
ciety in which the hierarchy cor.-esponds as ;uch as possible to the natural 
nierarchy. But the conquest of mature means, of course, also the conquest of 
the natural hierarchy. I remind you of the problems with which Mr. Lasswell 
is concerned, the production of geniuses in a large state, which immediately 
directs the hierarchy as it was inderstoed, secondly, the production of robots, 
that is to say a now natural hierarchy. So, nature becomes radically prob¬ 
lematic beeanse conquest of nature means, in the words of Marx, pushing back 
nature. «» no point can you legitimately refer anymore to natural limits, 
because theoretically it is possible that these limits may be overcome. 

* I? 1 ® liiait of human pewer? NatJ<re in the old sense was meant to be 

such a limit, •'here can we take our learings from? Kant would say the law 
of reason but in Nietzsche this is excluded by the consideration that reason 
is derivative, derivative from the whole human being. It is a function of 
organism. How can you get a moral law on this basis? Against the abstract 
doctrines of Hobbes and Locke, peojile like Montesquieu and Rousseau deny 
that these doctrines are of universal applicability. In the words of tousseau. 



freedom is not a product of every climate. The notion that free commonwealth 
are to be found around the mediterranean basin and the rest of Europe and 
of course also in the .estern hemisphere settled by Europeans, but in the 
Orient you have largo empires which were not developed like the Greek cities 
;xnd therefore do not have that kind of freedom, do, we expect that these 
principles of social organization can be transplanted, that there is no 
natural obstacle. Does not nature become completely meaningless since it 
has yielded everywhere? Nietzsche needed nature. ... 

Nietzsche believed that there was a natural difference which conformed by 
itself to a proper order. But in spite of all the exaggerations what he 
neans is fundamentally the old story, there is a natural order. Now I ask 
is it not also subject to a revision in the light of the ever increasing 
conquest of nature? Must one not stem this development with a view to the 
relations between the soxes, for example. ;3ut how can this be done as a 
matter of principle? That means now, for the first time, nature must be 
willed. 


.uestion: How docs Heidegger maintain the importance of philosophy without 
any reliance on nature? 

Mr. Strauss: One can state this very crudely os follows: Heidegger abandons 
everything to the complete process of energy and manipulation and seeks the 
principle in the following way. He raises the question, what is that which 
is essential and radical beyond the possibility of manipulation and human 
control. He answers the question with the distinction between beings a nd 
to be. A being can in a certain perspective completely manipulate, but not 
to be. As is clear to him experientially, it is something which is radically 
elusive and can never be controlled. Therefore these distinctions are ab¬ 
solutely decisive. There are no possible limitation* as long as we are ob¬ 
livious of tho distinction between beings and to be. 

Now let us go on with our readings. In the speech of vision and riddles, 
the doctrine of eternal return was propounded for the first time, though 
alluded to before in the section on redemption. Nietzsche does not take up 
this great theme until the speech on tho convalescent later on. In the 
meantime he returns to some other subjects. 

The speech on involuntary bliss has this meaning: Zarathustra has found 
fulfilment or bliss in this enigmatic vision, but only in a way, and this 
is the moaning of the term involuntary bliss. He has not yet willed eternal 
return. Therefore he moves still further away from the blessed isle where 
his desciples are. 

The next speech, before sunrise, is of particular importance. 

0 heaven above me, pure and deep! You abyss of light! Seeing you, I 
tremble with goldlike desires. To throw myself into your height, that is 
my depth. To hide in your purity, that is my innocence. 

Gods are shrouded by their beauty; thus you conceal your stars. You 
do not speak; thus you proclaim your wisdom to me. Today you rose for me 
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silently over the roaring sea; your love and your shyness arc a revela¬ 
tion to ny roaring soul. That you cane to me, beautiful, shrouded in your 
beauty, that you speak to me silently, revealing your wisdom—oh, how 
should X not guess al l . that is shy in your soul* Before the nun you came 
to me, tho loneliest of all. 

The sun has not yet risen nnd the stars do no longer shine, heaven is not 
visible, just us the gods are not visible* God i 3 concealed from vision by 
his beauty, heaven is concealed by it too. The beauty consists in ourity 
and depth, Perhaps thi3 in Nietzsche*s definition of beauty altogether, it 
would not bo a bad definition. Before sunrise, heaven is the abyss of light. 
There is the dark out of which light cases, which replaces in this context 
depth by height, tho depth of beauty is its height, tho inner world into which 
we must go down is above us. 

Now, this apostrophe to heaven is connected with what was said earlier about 
the earth—be loyal to the earth. The heart of the earth is gold. Why does 
Zarathustra wish to ascen/i to heaven or to leave the earth? This was prepared 
by the remark about the spirit of gravity which was represented by a mole or 
by a dwarf. Dwarfs live within the earth. All human beings live on the earth 
and beneath heaven, in the Bible tho whole is called heaven earth and 
what is between them, farth and heaven aro the limits. All living beings 
are children of the eart. 1 . The earth can be earth only by virtue of heaven 
and vice versa. Yet, why must zarathustra rise to heaven? It appears from 
the sequel that he needs heaven, heaven needs him, they have the most important 
in common and that is /hat he calls here "unbounded yes." Now let us turn 
to page 277, the last sentence of the sixth paragraph. 

But this is my blojsing: to stand over every single thing as its own 
heaven, as its romd roof, its azure bell, and eternal security; and blessed 
is he who blesses thus. 

For all thing/ have been baptized in the well of eternity and are beyond 
good and evil; aid good and evil themselves are but intervening shadows and 
damp depressions and drifting clouds. 

Verily, it i; a blessing and not a blasphemy when I teach: ’Over all 
^*iags stand t!i3 heaven iaccident, the heaven Innocence, the heaven Chance, 
the heaven Pro.’kishneos, * 

’% Chance'—that is the most ancient nobility of the world, and this I 
restored to oil things: I delivered them from their bondage under Purpose. 
This freedom and heavenly cheer I have placed over all things like an azure 
bell when I taught that over them and through thorn no *eternal will* wills. 

There iaaym hero in German, "Ungefhhr" is tho oldest nobility in the world, 
/jarathustro imitates heaven. Only through this imitation can men become loyal 
to the ear >h and not be drawn away from the earth toward some super—heaven, 
as Hegel 'alls it. Only by such loyalty does the earth become meaningful and, 
hence, also heaven as an azure bell above the earth become fully what it is, 

Bxe imitation of heaven is that act by virtue of which the earth becomes truly 
earth. Plan’s primary orientation, prior to any science, is of course heaven 
above earth. This is so according to the biblical cosmology, and philosophically 



confirmed in ^rictotie 5 ^ cosmology. .'hat has happened to the heaven in 
modern times • Hxncc wopernicus, when you look through a telescope you get 
an idea, and when you look through a better telescope you sec that heaven 
is completely disintegrated into a quasi in/inite space, This is, of course, 
hound to affect the earth, the e«-.rtli become 3 just one planet among many, 
lian loses completely his natural orientatioa. The vholo doctrine°of mqn 
must be completely rem’itten so that earth appears as one planet among many 
and heaven as a very popular formula for extra terrestial reasons. If man 
is to regain his natural orientation and become again at home on the earth, 
somehow heaven must be restored to its anciuat dignity and the form in which 
Nietzsche does this will appear later, For Nietzsche it is not merely a 
question of restoring a natural orientation, rendered doubtful by modern 
science, in his view it is not a restoration at all, it is for the first 
vioe that man is to oocomc fully at home on the earth, because in pre—modern 
times there was always a principle which made men disloyal ot the earth, 
be it the biblical God or the deathless gods of Homer who live indeed on 
earth. How docs Nietzsche achieve this restoration of the protecting vault 
of heaven? Not by modern cosmology. The understanding now means that 
have no Hnrflw purpose. The old story of ant:-teleology. Things don’t 
even have an end, for the peak is not the end, It is followed by decline, 
iien have purposes, they set themselves purposes, but the highest purpose they 
can set for themselves is to be without purpose, simply to be, though to bo 
while knowingo The highest act of creativity *m cun, therefore, say, is the 
recognition. 

(tape change) 

This prankish folly I have put in the place cl that will when I taught: 

’In everything one thing is impossible: ral-w-Jity, • 

A little reason, to be sure, a seed of visdom mattered from star to 
star—this leaven is mixed in with all th*lngs: for *olly’s sake, wisdom is 
mixed in with all tilings. A little wisdem is possible ?udeed; but this 
blessed certainty I fourd in all things: that they would <>^ther dance on 
the feet of Chance. 

0 heaven over me, pure and high! That is what your purity is *-r, me noWf 
that there is no eternal spider or spider web of reason; that you ai_ +. c me 
a dance floor for divine accidents, that you are to me a divine table to*, 
divine dice and dice p?.aycrs. 

There is no purpose, but also no dominant rationality. This is the elusive¬ 
ness of the whole, the enigmatic character of the whole. 

A few words about the next speeches: First, "On Virtue that Makes Small." 
Harathustra is the forgotten man, and the next eight speeches deal with 
human things as such. V/e may observe that from now on there are many sub¬ 
divided speeches, oarathuotra has returned to the continent as distinguished 
from the isle of the blessed and finds that everything, and especially in men, 
has become s ma l l er. His speech is not addressed to his disciples but ap¬ 
parently it is another public speech. It is the first public speech since 
the one in the Prolog. Let us road on page 281, par. 2. 



I walk auon,; this people; and I koop my eyes open: they have become 
smaller* and they are becoming eraaller .and smaller; but t is is due to their 
doctrine of happiness and virtue* Nor they are modest in virtue, too— 
because they want cortentraent. But only a modest virtue -~cts alona with 
contentment:, ' 

Contentment is not really a good translation* You see, they are not the 
-i.ast men* but on their way to it* 

But there in much lying among the small people* Borne of them will* but most 
of them are only willed, dome of them are genuine, but most of them are 
bad acsors* fhcre arc unconscious actors among them and involuntary actors; 
the genuine are always rare, especially genuine actors* 

Chat he has primary in mind here is what has been called the other-directed 
man* Men who do rot follow their own way but imitate others. He develops 
this iurtnor, no .-.edication, no devotion* This state of mind represents itself 
hypocritically a? resignation* 


Round, rightwous, and kind they are to each other, round like grains of sand, 
righteous a/.a kind with grains or sand* Modestly to embrace a l happi- 
ness—that they call "resignation"—and modestly they squint the while for 
another svell happiness * ;*t botto.i, those simpletons want a single tiling 

most of "11: that nobody should hurt them. Thus they try to please and 
gratify everybody* This, however, is cowardice, even if it be called virtue* 

If we could real this speech as a whole, you would see many allusions to 
biblical, and especially New Testament passages. The speech has altogether 
an eschatnlog'.cal character and expresses the expectation of the future of the 
superman* 

The speech upon the Mount of Olives has presented Barathustra. Now he pre¬ 
sents the aid of /iarathustra, not the disciple of /^arathustra. This man 
who apes <*arathustra lives in a big city* His judgment of the city is the 
same as - J arathustra®s, with this decisive difference: he lives the contempt* 

Here, however, -arathustra interrupted the foaming fool and put his hand 
ov.-r the fool s month* "Stop at last!" cried Barathustra; "your speech and 
r«r manner have long nauseated me. Why did you live near the swamps so 
.ong, until you yourself have become a frog and a toad? Does not putrid* 
ipumy swamp-blood flow through your own veins now that you have learned to 
croak and revile thus? VJhy have you not gone into the woods? Or to plow 
the soil? Does not the sea abound in green islands? I despise your de¬ 
spising; and if you warned r.ie« why did you not warn yourself? 

"Out of love alone shall my despising and my warning bird fly up, not 
out of the swamp* * * * * "This doctrine, however, I give you, fool, as 
a parting present: where one can no longer love, there one should pass by." 

The next speech of she Apostates. % this Nietzsche means those who have re¬ 
turned to religion, apostates of the free w::nd, as he calls them elsewhere. 



^peecA on wiotaschc spoke of solitude, as distinguished 

solitudG can speak freely without con- 
lCr ^£ ^ > '*f ds of feelings, without compassion. How let us read on 
page 295 from the speech on the return home. 

hQj.a, no ..ever, you are in your own home and house; here you can talk frecl” 
about everything and p«tr out all the reasons; nothing heJe is asWd of 
scure, obdurate feelings. Here all things come caressingly to your 
discourse and flatter ,ou, for thoy want to rid. on your bSck. O^ ohry 
parade you nde to every truth. J 

* a a Str ^“f sontence! 311 ^i»SS become like friendly animals or 
u° U f ted or c ^ried by Zarathuatra and they lift and 

uniter on ^o^pS becoraiRS likenesses. This is very enigmatic and is taken 
up later on page 296, second paragraph. 

For in darkness, time weighs more heavily on us than in the light. Ilere 

f ld uord " s J pin ?« of aH being open up before me: here all being 
wishes to become word, all becoming wishes to learn from me how to speak. 

Being and becoming become word and language. The words are contained in 

f* d * n? tbo other band, being and becoming learn to speak 
from -*a.. athustra. In solitude there is a perfect transparency of being in 

.' G h :Y° s ? e “ the crucial character of likenesses in the 

ction on enigmatic visions. In the sequel we come to more intelligible 
sections, first 'on the three evils," and later of the old and new tablets. 

Let us read the beginning of the three evils. 

In a dream, in the last dream of the morning, I stood in the foothills 
today—beyond the world, hold scales, and weighed the world. Alas, the 
jealous dawn cane too early and glowed me awakei She is always -jealous 
of ray glowing uoming dreams. 

I-easliable by him who has time, weighable by a good weigher, reachable 
by strong wings, guossable by divine nutcrackers: thus my drcaw found the 

Sall ? r * half half hurricane, taciturn as 

Si! T fli i “, patien 1 t J f n ^ lcons: bow did it have the patience or the 
time so weigh the world? Did my wisdom secretly urge it, my laughing, wide¬ 
awake day-wisdom which mocks all "infinite worlds"? For it speaks: 

./herever there is force, number will become mistress: she has more force." 

w J*®? 3 J°° ked UpOR thia finito world * not inquisitively, not 
acquisitively, not afraid, not begging, as if a full a f .ple offered itself 
to my head. ... not riddle enough to frighten away human love, not so- 

waa^to f? K GleeP h T m Uisd0mS a hunanl y S° od thing the world 

was to me today, though one speaks so much evil of it. 

£ r“ TT*? ** ^ “ GUch can tho «o*0d be good, 

^ d I It 4 . iS , n0t *° b ® COmpletely enigmatic, but on the other hand, it 
£22l ®i US f ve » to * e e° od * ,JJh ® elusivoneso decides the goodness of the good, 
fhe non-elusive world wl.ose riddles would be completely solved or solvable, 

.'SSd $ £ ?? ne leant, shallow, unattractive. The consecration of the 

world follows the consecration of the earth and the consecration of the heaven. 
;^ 1 1S the basis of all that? In the case of eternal return a vision and a 
riddle, now a dream. But those wishes find dreams must be interpreted. 



ilio world which is humanly good in the apparent world, the world in which v/o 
live; in opposition to the true world, the afterworld, of either revelation 
or science, otill, v/hnt about the true world, if only the true world of 
science i The true world in relative to the absolute perspective of the 
purely contemplative mind and such a mind does not exist. Knowledge is a 
function of mind, therefore the richest human being creates the richest 
world as his image, and this image is the world. From this one would have 
to start to understand the statement in the speech on the return home, about 
things and their likenesses, Nov; let us take the fourth paragraph on page 2S9. 

How shall I thank ny morning dream that I thus ueighed the world this room¬ 
ing? as a humanly good thing it came to me, this dream and heart-comforter 
And to imitate it by day and to learn from it what was beat in it, I shall 
now place the three most ovil things on the scales and weigh them humanly 
well. Ho that taught to bless also taught to curse; what are the three 
best cursed tilings in the world? I shall put them on the scales, 
dcx., the lust to rule, selfishness: 

3ex is not a very good translation. I thnk lust would be much better, 
^arathustra imitates his dream while awrJce. Kis clear understanding of the 
goodness of certain alleged evils-—the three evils mentioned here—would not 
have been possible without a previous onigmatic vision of the goodness of the 
whole, alchough it is intelligible to some extent, tlhat Nietzsche says about 
the goodness of the throe alleged evils is intelligible in itself. But in 
Nietzsche 5 3 view this is only a consequence of a previous enigmatic vision of 
the whole,, -hat ho implies is this: if the world is not finite, if this new 
morality has no basis. 

well then, here are ray foothills and there the sea: that rolls toward me, 
shaggy, flattering, the faithful old hundred-headed canine monster that I 
love, l.'cll then, here I will hold the scales over the rolling sea; and a 
, witness X choose too, to look on—you, solitary tree, fragrant and broad- 
vaulted, that I love. 

-hat Nietzsche means is this* Ilis weighing of these three evils takes place 
in the absence of man, the presence of the sea and trees. 3h the absence of 
man, because it is from the point of view of beyond man, the superman. 

On what bridge does the present pass to the future/ By what compulsion 
does the higher compel itself to the lower? And what bids even the highest 
grow still higher? 

These questions are references to the superman, the justification of these 
evils is with a view to a much higher future of man and not for the sake of 
laxity or convenience. 

The next speech is explicitly devoted to the spirit of heaviness, a subject 
which has been discussed before. The spirit of heaviness or gravity is the 
spirit which needs support, certainty, eternal or sempiternal being and is 
rooted in the fear of death. Its opposite is the spirit of lightness which 
is not afraid. Uhat is the spirit of lightness? 



verily, t'-.is is no command for today and tomorrow/, to learn to love 
oneself, it ther, it is of all arts tao subtlest, the most cunning, the 
ultimate, enc« tJie most patient, l’or whatever is his own is well conce.aled 
from the owner; and of all treasures, it is our own that we dig up last: 
thus the spirit of gravity orders it. 

oelf-love must be learned but love to begin with is not love at all. The 
good and evil in which we believe and in the light of which we are self- 
lovers is not our ovm good and evil, but v;e are endowed with it. It is 
not enough to reject, for one’s ovm is not yet the self which deserves to 
be loved. Jith a view to Nietzsche’s whole moral philosophy we should 
read 175* pars. 5 - 6 . 

A trying and questioning was my every move; and verily, one must also learn 
to answer such questioning. That, however, is my taste—not good, not bad, 
but ray taste of which I am no longer ashamed and which I have no wish to 
hide. 

'This is my way; where is yours?"—thus I answered those who asked me 
"the way.'' For the way—that does not exist. 

Now if you look at the heading of the next speech, of old and new'tablets, 
a difficulty becomes obvious. On the tablets are the laws, the ways which 
are not merely the ways of this or that individual, and yet Nietzsche says 
the way does not exist. 

.uestion: Is there an end to which all ways lead? 

Mr. Atrauss: That would be one solution to the problem, llut it could also 
be that the tables are essentially incomplete, and that the completion which 
is the decisive act, depends entirely on the individual. 

The speech following on old and new tablets, the speech on the convalescent, 
is the last statement of eternal return. But let us begin on page 308 , par. 2, 

u'hen I came to men I found them sitting on an old conceit: the conceit 
that they have long known what is good and evil for man D All talk of virtue 
seemed an old and weary matter to man; and whoever wanted to sleep well still 
talked of good and evil before going to sleep. 

I disturbed this sleepiness when I taught: what is good and evil no one 
knows yet, unless it be he who creates. He, however, creates man's goal 
and gives the earth its meaning and its future. That anything at all is 
good and evil—that is his creation. 

Does this statement ring a bell? All men claim to know but this is simply a 
conceit, we are ignorant as to good and evil. Answer: Bocrates. In a certain 
way Nietzsche restores the socratic question. In a certain way Socrates seems 
to have arrived at an answer to what is good and evil. This answer, this 
knowledge of good and evil, was handed down from generation to generation. 
Nietzsche explicitly raises the question, but what is the difference? He 
says noone knows it yet, by which he indicates it is knowable. Nietzsche 
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restores the question but answers it in an entirely unsocratio way. Hitherto 
noone knew what was good and evil, what men believed to be good and evil 
were unconscious creations, primarily of peoples, iiemember the speech in the 
first part of thousand and one goals. This notion of good and evil is no 
longer possible, the people have ceased to be spiritual, nor is the universal 
good and bad as revealed by God possible, but even this creation of good and 
evil is somehow meant to be knowledge. The creator of good and evil knows. 

In other words these are not mere postulates. Let us read on page 209. 

Verily, like preachers of repentance and fools, I raised a hue and cry of 
wrath over what among them is groat and snail, and that their best is still 
so small, that their greatest evil too is still so small—at that I 

laughed. 

liy wise longing cried and laughed thus out of me—born in the mountains, 
verily, a wild wisdom—my great broad-winged longing! And often it swept 
me away and up and far, in the middle of my laughter; and I flew, quivering 
an arrow, through sun-drunkon delight, away into distant futures which no 
drecun had yet seen, into hotter souths than artists ever dreamed of, where 
gods in their dances are ashamed of all clothes——to speak in parables and 
to limp and stammer like poets; and verily, I am ashamed that I must still 
be a poet. 

You see, the knowledge which Hiotzsche has of good and evil is transmitted 
only by likenesses, it is a poetic knowledge, and poesis means in Greek pri¬ 
marily making. It is a poetic knowledge, and therefore an imperfect knowledge 
as you see from the end of the speech. Let us read the next three paragraphs. 

..here all becoming seemed to mo the dance of gods and the prankishness of 
gods, and the world seemed free and frolicsome and as if fleeing back to 
itself—as an eternal fleeing and seeking each other again of many gods, as 
the happy controverting of each other, conversing again with each other, 
and converging again of many gods. 

./here all time seemed to mo a happy mockery of moments, where necessity 
was freedom itself playing happily with the sting of freedom. 

'./here I also found again my old devil and arch-enemy, the spirit of 
gravity, and all that ho created* constraint, statute, necessity and con¬ 
sequence and purpose and will and good and evil. 

For oust there not be that over which one dances and dances axvay? For 
the sake of the light and the lightest, must there not be moles and grave 
dwarfs? 

You see here again allusions to the eternal return and the need for the im¬ 
perfect. As presented in a riddle, the vision of the eternal return i 3 the 
basis of the new tablet, just as the dream of the world is the justification 
of the three alleged evils. Here you see the difference from docrates most 
clearly, docrates® investigation of good and evil, of human things, precedes 
his vision of the whole. In Wietzoche the opposite is true. From the sequel 
it appears that the new tables are half-written. One reason may be that 
^arathustra still has to talk in likenesses and still has to be a poet. 

Also, there is not the way, therefore the tables cannot be fully written. 



The second port i r. to bo written by every man hinself. This much about 
that long speech in general. Let us turn to the most intelligible part, 
number 10, on page 314„ 

"Thou shalt not robl Thou shalt not kill!" Such words were once called 
holy; one bent the knee and head and took off one’s shoes before them. 

But I ask you: where have there ever been better robbers and killers in 
this world than such holy words? 

Is there not in all life itself robbing and killing? And that such 
words were called holy—was not truth itself killed thereby? Or was it the 
preaching of death that was called holy, which contradicted and contra- 
vened all life* 0 my brothers, break, break the old tablets! 

It is clear that Nietzsche does not mean we should now begin to rob and kill, 
what he has in mind is this: Is the simple prohibition against robbing and 
killing not at variance with the nature of life and therefore with the nature 
of human life. This is, of course, an old question, I remind you only of 
Machiavelli and certain successors of Machiavelli, Is the world so constructed 
that self preservation is not possible without the destruction of others? 

In Locke and Rousseau self preservation requires the preservation of everyone 
else, because our lives are r.iore endangered by other human beings and there¬ 
fore a state of peace is the demand of self preservation. But Locke qualifies: 
only if this does not cone into conflict with our own self preservation. 
Similarly Rousseau, One has to consider the situation of which they were 
always speaking, not merely war, because then one has to make the distinction 
between just and unjust wars, but the fundamental problem is the problem of 
scarcity. In situations of extreme scarcity where all men cannot preserve 
themselves, what is the meaning of the unqualified prohibition against robbing 
and killing? Nietzsche would say such prohibitions would lead to a lowering 
of man. All the war-liko qualities in man would disappear. At the end of 
this remark there Is a close parallel to the seventh speech here, and there 
he develops the thesis that the good man never tells the truth. The good men 
are those who accept the second table of the decolog as simply valid. This 
kind of goodness requires a blindness to the human situation, and in that 
sense they never toll the truth. 

This is my pity for all that is past: I see how all of it is abandoned— 
abandoned to the 2 >leasure« the spirit, the madness of every generation, 
which comes along and reinterprets all that has been as a bridge to itself, 

A great despot night come along, a shrewd monster who, according to his 
pleasure and displeasure, night constrain and strain all that is past till 
it becomes a bridge to him, a harbinger and herald and cockcrow. 

This, however, is the other danger and what prompts my further pity: 
whoever is of the rabble, thinks back as far as the grandfather; with the 
grandfather, however, time ends. 

Thus all that is past is abandoned: for one day the rabble might become 
master and drown all time in shallow waters. 

Therefore, my brothers, a new nobility is needed to be the adversary of 
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all eabblo and of all that is despotic -and to write ausy upon new taelots 
the word "noble.” 

Tor many who --.re :v bio are needed, and noble men of many kinds.} that 
there may be a nobility. Or as X once said in a parable: "Precisely this 
is godlike that there are gods, but no God.” 

',Ie have read this passage before and tried to connect it with the problem of 
democracy as defended by ‘i’ocquevllle. In the preceding speech Nietzsche had 
demanded the breaking of the old tables, a break v/ith the past. He explains 
what breaking with the past means in his teaching—it. presupposes a recollec¬ 
tion of the past, not this projecting of the pa3t of which he i3 speaking 
here. The overcoming of the paat is endangered by forgetting the past. 
Forgetting the past is mere re-barbarization and is the result of the two new 
kinds of regime, tyranny and democracy. This remark about the new nobility 
3eems to bo the clearest expression of Nietzsche’s political expectations, 
iiut it is questionable whether it was meant that way. Jo find the following 
statement: "The one movement is unconditional, the levelling of humanity, 
structures of ants, the other movement, my movement, is on the contrary the 
sharpening of all opposition, removal of equality, the creation of super, 
powerful, men. The other movements create the last man; my movement creates 
the superman. It is altogether not the goal to regard the superman as the 
masters of the last men, but two kinds should co-exist, side by side, separate 
as much as possible. The one, like Epicurean gods, not caring for the others," 
That means clearly no pop political relation. This only increases the great 
question of the political meaning of Nietzsche's doctrine. If this new nobility 
does not have a political meaning proper and if Nietzsche attacks any possi¬ 
bility of political organization in our age, does he not take on an infinite 
political responsibility which might lead to the collapse of any civilization 
as for example of Germany in the thirties. 

Let us leave it at that. Next time we shall discuss the speech on the con¬ 
valescents the Inst explicit discussion of eternal return. 



Natural Rifthba I lay 18, 1 ?$9 

[ realise that the sxaiainatdon r-o cc :-#,-/en this Quarter 
is « bit mors difficult than in other quarters wd therefore 
I ’.fill proceed in a different way and I will do this* I will 
now^dictate the question so that you have tine to prepare your* 
seii properly 5 heedless to say, ;.ou will not bring even this 
question to the class. That will be dictated again,, It-'s only 
au : kind of snip. Lest- there be any other misunderstandings/ 
which I myself sn a victim I would like to make clear tuat the 
examination will be Wednesday., the 27th, at 3*35 in this room,, 
Thu-s is understood} I think that .v*as understood,, Mow I wii 1 
now dictate. 


There is a great variety of .pinions as to the meaning of 
natural right or natural law a For instance, so;ue people, when 
hearing these expressions, think primarily of the precepts of 
the second table of the decalogue while others may think of 
the allegedly natural order of .society as set forth in Plato 9 s 
Repmfic , (If you do not catch all of the little words that 
•doesn^t make any difference. Later on, it will be re-read), 
diet.', sc he may be said to have dejected entirely natural right 
in the first sense of the term, ?/hile he tended toward natural 
right in the second sense of the term. As for the first sense, 
he laid (Portable liietssche; that, 9 s the edition which you use.) 
p. 314, No. 10. As for the second meaning, (th.e same edition), 

PP’ 314"31S* No* 11} and pp. 6113^*647, the letter is paragraph 
37 ox the Antichrist. Explain a) Iiietzsche 5 s reasoning regard^ 
ing the first meaning of natural right, meaning regarding that 
passage on page 3lU, No. '10,- where he takes issue with 

Second, (the subject is still explain), Nietzsche 
hesitation to set forth his doctrine of the natural hierarchy 
of man as an objectively true doctrines, 

(Has question re-read). Yes? so I think everyone got the > 
wording now and it will be dictated again to the class at the 
beginning of the meeting and on that occasion you will have an 
opportunity, in case there was any difficulty with the quest-ica, 
..... Is there any point you would like to raise now. . ,, a x 
really do not see the necessity but I am convinced. 0 „ , if 
you have followed the course with an average degree of attention 
there should be no difficulty. Good. ... 

Will you take up page 308, paragraph 2 through 3 and will 
you read it? 

(Student reads). "When I cai® to men I found them sitting 
on an old piece of conceit, the conceit that they had long known 
what was good arvlevil for man. All talk of virtues seemed an 
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old. and weca'y flatter for man and whoever wanted to sleep well 
still talked of good arid evil before going to sleep* dis¬ 
turbed this sleepiness when I talked* vvhat is good and evil 
no one knows yet, unless it be He who creates* He p However <. 
err- it e3 nan 7 s goal and gives the earth its nearing and its 
fut ire,, so that anything at all is good end evil* That was hin 
creation ;. n 

TeS;, that is fine •> flow you 3ee, nietzsche says everyone 
has barren for granted the answer to the question of what is good 
mid evil. He makes this a question and this was, as you know,, 
teie question raised by Socrates, who used similar formulations * 
Nietzsche returns to the Socratic question* Let us reflect r>n 
that for a moment* There is something in Nietzsche which re¬ 
minds of Socrates* They both are not merely theoretical teachers 
as the other great philosophers are, They are also, in Greek, 

guides, of the soul, fascinating as 
human beings a.3 well as repelling as human beings, We cannot 
forget then as individuals while listening to their speeches* 

In the case of the purely theoretical teacherj say, the mathema¬ 
tician* you must forget completely about them. They draw their 
own portraits, speak about themselves* Only Rousseau has a simi¬ 
lar character, and he had an effect, similar to Nietzsche »s a 
century or do earlier, an effect which is now spent. There is 
an affect of Socrates which is not spent, nor that of Nietzsche, 
you may contrast this with another case of a philosopher speak¬ 
ing of himself and that is Descartes, who gave a kind of auto— 
orography in his Di scour se on Met hod, but the emphasis isn»t 
entirely on^ as l”~Ery tc’Tr.HIcaT i ; on the method, and Descartes 
uses his autobiography, a somewhat fictitious autobiography, 
as a device for setting forth this method. He is not interested 
in. making us interested in him*, but Socrates, in contra-distinction 
to 'Jieizsche, did not write, and this contributes to Socrates 9 
fascinating effect, so this was always -personal," in quotation 
marks. He never addressed ancnyr.ous sren, men he did net know 
and see, whereas every writer addresses anonymous raen s men he 
does not know and see,8ct.iie*3iis presented in writing not by 
himself but by Plato, Plato presented Socrates 1 life, his 
work,. or his deed, Socrates in action, as a model, but as a model 
which could not be imitated by everyone, and even by anyone* 
Socrates has a certain teacher which Plato calls, or Socrates 
himself ■ may have called, his demonlarq his demoniac thing 
which is a reality of Socrates, according to Socrates, As a 
presentation of an individual in action Platens work is not a 

simply _> philosophic wcrkgkbut somehow poetic, let us never forget that 

a philosophic reflection proper is that in the fora qf a treatise 
in which no proper names occur except accidentally, Nietzsche*s 
work, too, is poetic, although in an entirely different way. 




To Mention only tlxc most oovioua diffei'ence, liietzsche*s poetry, 
ii* you can call it t*:at way, i3 not draoatic, but lyrical. There 
is very little or tlic dialogue here as you will & ee« In a sec- 
tion to xfiiion we shall turn later, in the third part, of the gate#" 
great longing, we f ind a conversation of Zarabhustra with his 
soul. 1.0 ouch thing occurs in Plato.. Tliere is, oT course, a con¬ 
versation of bocrates witli his soul, alluded to at tlie oeginning 
of Tile bmquet, but we are not told in what it consists so that 
nis conversations, as presented by Plato, are entirely conversa¬ 
tions with other individuals. And needless to say, only the con¬ 
versations with other individuals can be strictly dranatic, and 
not tiic conversation of a man with his soul. 

How why did Nietzsche restore the Gocratic question? And 
assuming that this question, properly understood, leads to the 
consequence that tiic questioner, in his individuality, becomes 
somehow the theme, why is Plato* s thematization of Socrates so 
different fi*on Nietzsche • s thematization of Nietzsche ? An3 tlie 
difference between Nietzsche and Zarathustra is not important 
in this context. A full answer to these questions would require 
a much deeper and a much more comprenenaive understanding of both 
Socrates-Plato and llictzsche, than I possess. 

I^t us take a short cut which is sufficient for our present 
purposes. Let us see how llictzsche hi.iself viewed Socrates. 

And let us limit ourselves to Nietzsche 9 s first book, The Jirth 
of Tragedy out of the Spirit of Music. in uhich Socrates plays 
a central role. The thesis of this early book can be reduced, 
to the f ollo wing point. The highest culture that tiver was,'was 
Greek culture, and the peak of Greek culture was Greek tragedy«> 
Socrates did not understand tragedy and he. even destroyed the 
tragedy. -Ie made poetry ministerial to tim city or to philos- 
ophy, and therefore subordinated tragedy to tiic polls or to phil¬ 
osophy and thus he did not leave tragedy as it was. As a con¬ 
sequence of Socrates* work poetry in general, and tragedy in 
particular, became the subject of a discipline called poetics, 
of which we have tlie famous documbnt in Aristotle*s Poetics. 

Lev? this poetics is an adjunct of ethics or politics"and"even, 
perliaps, a part of logic; at least in tlie medieval tradition 
logic was divided — aonaisted of a number of parts. For ex¬ 
ample, one is rhetoric, which deals with rehetcrlcal truth, and 
one is poetics, which deals with poetic truths This shows the 
complete subordination of poetry to philosophy. Socrates pre¬ 
ferred the lucidity of thought and insight, the aTjair—nm« q£ 
critioian and the precision of dialectics to instinct, divining 
and creativity. • • . Socrates praise of knowledge means that the 
whole is intelligible and that knowledge of the whole is a remedy 
for all evil, or that virtue is knowledge and that the virtue which 
is knowledge is happiness. This is optimism and optimism on the 
basis of Judgoent. Socrates is the prototype or the first an¬ 
cestor of the theoretical man, the man for idiom science is not a 
Job or a profession, but a way of life. That ifcich enables him to 
live and . Socrates is therefore not only the most 

problematic phenomenon of antiquity, but "the one turning point 
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33d La tiie history of ~iun;c:Lnd. 1 H The most, v.^oT&ii. of 

all men CT the first To of men since that time is •••? 

isn f - Socratoo originated it, 

riiis Niet-asshean thesis regarding the rationalism a~. the 
1 *to oi the West was taken up j r. -i more limited w&j, in the 
^ociological studies of Max V;eoor us you would see if you would 
lock at them in their cor^ ixt 


how, the tradition fcnnaed by Socrates was shaken bv ncdern 
science and modern philosophy „ It, was not visibly shaken in the 

tofl7h^ ntU ^h-! ° y ° V • 5 bhe &hou e irt * of Schopenhauer 3 Hietoche's 
- h~r 0 ihis pessimism was pessimistic also regarding reason 0 
Hot reason or sclencs tat art, and in particular, mate, rtvSiod 
the urue cuaractefr of reality. This peculiar thesis of Sehopen- 
nauer was prepared by modern science $ modern science tryinr to 
disclose the true world s the world as it is in itself, that led 
to t-ne inevitable distinction between the true world and the 
world ^usclosed by theoretical physics, and the world in which 
we liws, the auman world, and this is the basis of all later 
Sh -5 u 0 1 connected with a certain phenomenon 

wo f- X * an h rf® on ^ eMfiarats » the Close analysis would mean 
iclativity. It was only in the loth century that a science 
emerged which was called at bhsrc time aesthetics 0 In the tra¬ 
dition there was a kind o f science called poetics. You know 
aoout Aristotle's Poetics and beat was continued through at tbs 
ages and there is an enormous Literature on how to make poems 
and of how to ,iudge poems -and whatever it may be c But 

toat was a very specialized thing meant for —» of no philosophic 
relevance. The beautiful as beautiful was a great theme of the 
tradition of philosophy but this has nothing to do with aesthetics. 
The beautiful as beautiful was a theme of metaphysics® not of 
aesthetics for the simple reason that the beautiful in the pri¬ 
mary sense for the tradition was much more the natu ral beauti^ 
fbl than the beautiful of human art. The enormous nhang* 
took place around 1B00 was declared the true seat of beauty is 
not nature tut the work of art. Hegel's aesthetics is perhaps 
the greatest document of this change. Another change which I 
can here only mention, which has something to do with that 
occurred also in the 18th century. Psychology had been based 
throughout the ages on a bi-partition of the soul into perceiv¬ 
ing and deciding or wi l l ing . And now in the 18th centuiy the 
suggestion was made that a further division is needed: perceiv¬ 
ing, wi l li ng , and fee ling , and there is a connection between 
the emergence of fee l i ng as a wholly independent theme of psy- 
chology and the emergence of aesthetics as a philosophic disci¬ 
pline of art in general. 


All this was preparatory to the emergence anew that art 
is superior to science, that art is closer to reality 
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science„ iieuiiby relates more deeply to i’eelin- biian to deto.ct.ed 
perceiving, VJe all are brought up in such a tradition ~c the 
extent to which we are not brought up in the parallel troo.ition 
of science and therefore we all are poet in prose <, Low I'iet.isehe 
;as a philosopher who can be said to have gone farther in this 
;espoct. He tries to uproot Socrates and everything built on 
i iocratic foundation but by going to the root, to the .dot. >f 
the whole tradition of rational philosophy, of rationalism in 
any sense of the word, he meets Socrates again, because he goes, 
Chat is "he secret, I think, of the fact of ihis strange fascina- 
-•ion which Socrates had^pr Nietzsche as « . * ;J 


I will read to you a passage which shows on the one hand, the 
closeness of Nietzsche to Socrates and on the other hand, or at 
the same tine, the radical differences® The passage in , , , 
page 295s 


n Genius of the heart as it is possessed by that great 
;iidtian one, the tender God and born rat-catcher of the conscience, 
whose voice can climb into the underworld of any soul, who never 
upeaica a word or looks a look in which there is not some hind- 
oighb, some complexity of allure whose craftsmanship includes 
mowing haw to be an illusion, not an illusion or delusion of 
/hat he i 3 but of what constitutes one more compulsion of Ms 
folio tiers to follow him ever more intimately and thoroughly® 

Genius of the heart which renders dumb all that la loud and 
o o: p lucent , teaching how bo listen, which anooths rough souls 
and creates a taste in them for new desire to lie still like a » ■> ® 
so that the deep sky might be reflected-in them® Genius of 
the lie art which teaches the b ungling and ann ■to 

hesitate and handl e things delicately, which guesses the hidden 
and forgotten treasure, the drop of goodness and sweet intelli- 
jsfccs in his layers of murky which is a divine 

Cor every speck of gold that lies burled In the dungeon of deep 
muck and sand® Genius of the heart, at whose touch every— 

one departs richer, not full of grace, not sufficed, not enriched 
and oppressed as though by strange goods but rich in himself, 
blown > newer than before, cracked wide open, ^ upon and drawn out by 
his free will , more uncertain now perhaps, more delicate, 
fragile and broken but full of hope that has no names as yet, 
full of new will and flow, full of new ill-will and counter-flow® 

But what I'm doing, my friends, of whoa am I speaking®? Did 1 
forget myself so far as oot to tell you his name. Unless you 
yourself can guess who this questionable spirit and God is, 
who it is that Gfmandfl such praise ® For this happens to every¬ 
one who from his early years has been a wanderer and in exile. 

Hafy a strange and gregarious spirit has run across my path, 

for all of them and again and again, the one X was 
telling you about, no less a one than the God Dionysus, the great 
ambivalent one and tender God, the one idiom I want as you know 
in all secrecy and all reverence sanctifies ay first poem (that 



means The Spir it of Tragedy ; Dienyius is 'iie God »\C the dramatic 
art},) "Iferurafeujs," I learned much* all too much,. of this God®s 
philosophy by word of mouth* as I have saia, It is really time, 
therefore, to {jive you, my friends* a snail taste of this phil¬ 
osophy insofar as I am peroitteciio divulge it as it is proper for 
it is a matter of .many things that are mysterious, new, exotic, 
3trar.ee - uncanny., Even though Dionysus is a philosopher, and 
hence that Gods philosophize, seems to me a pioce of precarious 
news designed to create suspicion among philosopher s-,' 1 

I think that the translation .is really very bad but, I would 
oe completely unable to translate it properly from the original. 

Lot, us consider this last sentence, Gods philosophize. That 
means, , * , And Nietzsche refers here to a passage in Plato’s 
i 3anguet where Socrates says only human beings philosophize, 
i.'he Gods are — because philosophize means seek wisdom «■* the 
Gods are wise and therefore they no not seek wisdom, they do 
not philosophise,, What does this mean this strange egression? 

If the Gods are wise then the whole is intelligible in itself., 

Wisdom is possible, although it is not fully infcellible for man. But 
if even the Gods philosophize.; if even the Gods are not wise, 
the whole is essentially elusive. The adequate form in which 
the truth must appear is an enigmatic vision, passionate image,, 

Chat iSr, the form in which the truth appears, that is to say, 
the life-giving truth as distiufruJshsd from the deadly truth 
of science,, This we have seen more than once, but here poetry 
or art is fundamentally un sufficient nevertheless^ At the end 
of the speech on poets Nietzsche '-ays that poets must become 
penitents of the spirit, that is 'o say, men of science, as 
Nietzsche means it, men of intellectual honesty-. Therefore, 
the relation is that life-giving truth i3 not simply opposed 
to the deadly truth of science-, the life-giving truth is the 
deadly truth of science if free a from the spirit of revenge and 
the spirit of gratitude# The deadly truth of science * >~,here 
is no being but only becoming, Nature is valueless and meaning - 
less and there is no essential difference between men and truth, 
and so on. But this deadly truth becomes life-giving truth, 
so the affirmation of the eternal becoming i ; ^ „ hiNiUe.' 

' eternal return 

? Differently stated the deadly truth of science, objective 
knowledge, is concerned with the text as distinguished from any 
interpretation, the accurate truth not idealized in any way# 

The life-giving truth, on the other hand., is primarily the sub¬ 
jective truths The will to power as imprinting meaning and 
value on the meaningless Then objective knowledge is 

proved as the will to power turning against itself, becoming 
critical of its own intrinsic activity„ But in the last stage 
of this process the will to power as imprinting of weaning and 
value is at the same time the will to the future because no 
meaning without an ideal, without a view of the future# As the 
will to the future, the will to power is necessarily a negation 
of the past and therefore it is not fully positive* The fully 
positive will* the will which is mere and pure yea-saying is 
no longer will, simply, but acceptance* The highest form of 
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the will to power turning against itself is acceptance. The whole 
—* and that means the whole is divine in its purposes and non" 
rationality. The peak of the will is acceptance 0 

You can also put it as follows* The peak of creation is 
contemplation, or differently stated, true contemplation is 
creation* And if the theme of contemplation is nature, nature 
Is only — at least in its fullness —- by virtue of contempla¬ 
tive creation* That is the paradoxical of Nietzsche 0 

liow to say it again, the fundamental difference between 
Nietzsche and the tradition in the simplest form is explained 
by contrasting Nietzsche with Socrates -Plato* ?or Socrates- 
Plato the themes of contemplation are the ideas and they are 
in no way man's creation, and there is a human relation to the 
ideas, and in a way the fundamental character of the Stoics is 
therefore cros, longing for something pre-existent. The place 
of this ideas and eros context is taken by Nietzsche, into 
Nietzsche, by the will to power as it creates any ideas or ideals. 
Therefore, there c annot be contemplation proper in Nietzsche, 
but the nearest approximation to contemplation is what we may 
call by the term now common, familiar, creative conteiqplation. 
The argument would be thisi there must be harmony between the 
knower and the known but if the known, the object, the reality 
is will to power, i.e. creativity, only creativity of the knower 
can be in harmony with its object. Contemplation must be crea¬ 
tive contemplation. Hence, Nietzsche's doctrine of the will 
to power is at the same time creation and contemplation of what 
is. As creation it is incompatible with the spirit of 3 r*-fi . 

That means there cannot be certainty or demonstration, but only 
pointing to. All human activity, hence all knowledge, is a 
modification of the will to power. The will to power means 
overcoming, and it means, in the highest stages, self-overcoming. 
And the highest stage of self-overcoming is acceptance, accep¬ 
tance of what is, but acceptance as full acceptance in the most 
radical sense consists in the positing of eternal return. 

You accept a thing fully if you are willing to will its eternal 
return . The eternity of of mental perception, in 

the Platonic-Aristotelian seme, survives somehow in the demand 
for enigmatic vision, for eternal return. 

let me try to — that is really the peak of Nietzsche's 
teaching — I must develop it a hit more and you can, later on 
you can try to explain this in the discussion. 

We start again from the premise that reality is will to 
power 9 and there is no essential difference between men and brutes 
there is no nature of man strictly speaking 0 Given this premise, 
the doctrine of eternal return, which means, subjectively, trans¬ 
formation of the will into acceptance, is the only way there can 
be knowledge, as acknowledging of what is, and it is the only 
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way in i.'hich there can be naturej t-'oat is to say, that wnich 
is by itself and not by being willed or positedo But- precisely 
because acceptance is transformed will, will survives in the 
acceptance, in the contemplation* Contemplation is creative, 

Now this term is* of course* relatively familiar todays I thought 
by accident of the work of Pasternak* the author of Dr-. Zhivago* 
wnom you have probably read or of whom you have probably heard* 
when he speaks of Tolstoi* The chief quality of this moralist, 
leveler and preacher of a system of justice that would embrace" 
everybody without fear or favor would be 

but that distinguished him from everyone else and that was only 
paradoxical* All his life and at any given moment he possessed 
the faculty of seeing things in the detached finality of which 
* in sharp relief* as we see things only on rare 
occasions in childhood or in the crisis of an all-embracing hap¬ 
piness or in the triumph of a great spiritual victory* To see 
things like that it is necessary that one» s l&g® should be di¬ 
rected by passion, for it is passion that, by its flash, illu¬ 
minates an object, intensifying its appearance* Such a passion, 
the passion of creative contemplation* Tolstoi constantly car¬ 
ried about within himself . Indeed, it was in its light that 
he saw everything in its first impressions, in a new way, as 
though for the first time* The authenticity of what he saw differs 
so much from what we are used to that it may appear strange to 
us, but Tolstoi was not witness for this strangeness, he was 
not pursuing it as an aim in itself and he most certainly did 
not use it in his works as a literary method* But I suppose 
you are more fa mi lia r than I am with this kind of aesthetic 
analysis but it is — something of this kind must be kept in 
mind if one tries to understand Nietzsche* This contemplation 
is meant to be creative contemplation, and yet not the creative 
contemplation of the poet and we must try to understand that* 
because*—— 

Now, let us read another passage in Zarathustra before we 
go on, on page 2?7, the end of the fifth paragraph, the passage 
which we have read but which we will re-read now. 

Reader* ”3ut this is my blessing, that man over every single 
thing has his own heaven. »»» 0 e« ao and eternal security 
and blessed is he who blesses thus 0 B 

let us stop here. To let anything be what it is, not to 
be distorted, not to do vi o le n ce to it-, that is true perception. 
Every construction of the thing, every reduction of the t-Mng 
by virtue of scientific method does not permit the thing to be 
what it is. Knowledge — generally, knowledge is something ’Hie* 
this* to let everything be what it is in its fullness. But vby 
must this be creative? Why is this not simply taking, perceiv¬ 
ing the thing, being open to what the thing is? Why must it 
be creative? Why must Zarathustra bless these things so that 



161 


them 

they are protected by him as if he were the heaven above ? 
What does it iuean? Zarathustra is needed, we can say, because 
the heaven is not sufficient for the purpose. Why? The heaven 
itself is subject to interpretation.. If — you can also say 
heaven has been dissolved or is dissolved by modem scientific 
analysis. Man, or a certain kind of man, that is to say the 
idghsst form of the will to power, must do what heaven does not 
manifestly do. He must consecrate everything, every being, so 
that it can be what it is. But this is not sufficient for giving 
the eternal security of which Nietzsche speaks. Only by virtue 
of eternal return, a human positer, primarily, can it fully be. 
For every being is conditioned. It has causes. Its ultimate 
causes are outside of the realm of human experience. There is 
science applied, and therefore we have hers as side by aide of 
science which goes beyond the realm of human experience in order 
to discover the causes of things, an art which remains strictly 
within the realm of human experience. Science or metaphysics 
goes beyond what is within the realm of human experience. It 
conjectures the ultimate causes. But this conjecture a n d posit¬ 
ing of first causes is inevitable unless the will to power is 
converted from positing the trans—temporal or the trans-human 
to willing eternal return. Only tar being willed eternally n 
the thing fully be. 


One can state it paradoxically. We wHl came across a 
passage where N i et aach e .says so later, that the thing itself 
cannot fully be if it is not, in a way, its awn cause, so that 
seeking for its causes you do not have to go beyond the 
thing, you do not have to dissolve the thing In its causes, 
this would be possible if the thing is its own cause by virtue 
of eternal return. 


the causa prima . that is 
the.. 


Do you_ 

interpretation 


The other way* philosophy as the most political way to 
power is the will to . > < is the first cause, as 

Nietzsche put it in the 0 That means, phil¬ 

osophy is the origin of meaning and value, is the fundamental 
will of man, either of the individual thicker or. In former ages, 
of the people.. This will is the origin and p* *w w^ nr vi-fon , 
understand that, that we cannot go back behind it, 
we have an absolute system of meditation which is beyond the 
. _ _ « Otherwise, there is always a relativity 

anas eacn system of to e ddrt e b &ea is as defensible as every other 
system, so this will becomes, the origin and pre-condition. let 
it is Impossible to deny that this will, aeaning-ftiving will, 
la at the same time conditioned. For Instance, not the ego cre¬ 
ates but the self, and the self is a product of heritage, tra¬ 
dition, so that the alleged first cause is conditioned by its 
cause, and secondly, as will it ie directed towards the future, 
but on the basis of the past which transforms. The past is erven, 
imposed, not willed. * 
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If the will of an individual human being, say of hietaeche, 
is to be the origin of meaning and value, and that will mani¬ 
festly has a cause, the cniy aay out un order to save this pn*> 
.sition is to say that this will is the cause of itself: ster¬ 
nal return,. 


I hope —=» we should, read some passages in the last states 
mem. occurring to Zarathnsfra on eternal returns that is, the 
speech, "The Convalescent," on page327 following„ We make an 
first and then ;«e 3: ll turn to the questions because I 
do not know whether you havja *-* whether I have made sufficient* 
ly clear what I have be|5k trying- to do for quite a few lecture a i 
toe necessity which drc^e ^ft^aahe into this, in his day, ab¬ 
solutely paradoxical, isjjay absurd doctrine of eternal 

return. Well, perhaps,? le/t "us first read a few passages^ cn 

page327, paragraph fbufo- ^ ;'v ; 'p ' 

’ / • ! - ‘ • $ • 

fOne morning not !bi% { Vftei* ^|s return to the cave, Zara® ; ; 
thustra jumped up free, his rating place like a madman, roared 
in a terrible voice and »ct^|.'^jif someone else were still ' 
lying on his resting plVJs" jp' refused to get up. And Zara<*> 
thustra Q s voice 'rs 80 uxx($ci *ajo xMati his arrima?* approached i» 
a fright, while out of ail'the naves and moats that were near 
Zarathustra 3 s cave all airimald fled. Hying, fluttering, crawl- 
ihg, jumping, according to the kind of feet or wings that ware 
given to them© Zarathcstra, however; epoke these words. « © 

How before you go on,: a,a -for. this symbolism. The doctrine 
of the eternal r eturn ifs,' .the'' condition of the superman, and 
that means it is the condition! for the overcoming of the sub. 
human, of the mere animal in main. 

n: Op abysmal thought, out of my depth. I am your cock and 
dawn, sleepy worn© Up* Up, my voice shall yet crow you awake* 
Unfasten the fetters of your ears. Listen for I want to hear 
you. Up, up. Ears thunder enough to make even tombs learn 
to listen, ana wipe 3leep and all that is purblind and blind 
out of your eyes. Listen to me even with your eyes. ;*^y voice 
carries even those born blind. . . .*-■ 

Yes, that is already enough. You see, the abysmal thought, 
that is, the thought of eternal return is in Zarathustra. It 
should obey Zarathustra, but Zarathustra also obeys it. We 
can say that this reflects the situation that it is at the same 
time a creation and a contemplation. In the sequel it appears 
that he cannot bear the thought. While he loses his conscious¬ 
ness, his animals, his eagles and serpents, take care of him. 
When he has cone to, his animals talk to him. Just his animal * 
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talk to him* There is a bridge between him and his animals. 

This, ox’ course, cannot really . This is an image, a 

likeness., pointing indirectly at the impossibility of a. bridge 
between men and brutes and connected with that to the absence 
of a bridge between any man and any other man*. That he devel¬ 
ops on page329, paragraph two to four* Read page 329* paragraph 
two through four* 

b, Q 9 my animals, 7 replied Zarathustra, 8 chatter on like 
this and 1st me listen,. It is so refreshing for me to hear 
you chattering*, Where there is chattering* there the world 
lies before me like a garden* How lovely it is that there 
are words and sounds. Are not words and sounds rainbows and 
bridges between things that are eternally 
apart? To every soul there belongs another world, Fcr every 
soul, every other soul is an after-world. Precisely between 
what is most similar, illusion lies most beautifully. For the 
smallest cleft is the hardest to bridge. For me, how should 
there be any outside myself? There is no outside, but all sounds 
make us forget this. How lovely it is that we forget. Have 
not names and sounds been given to things that:man might find 
things refreshing? Speaking is a beautiful folly. With that 
man dances over all things, How lovely is all talking and all the 
deception of sounds, With ’sounds, our love dances on many huge 
rainbows. . . o 9 ® 1 •' 

: . jes. There is no bridge between any soul and ary other 
soul. There is no withe at. ill knowledge of the highest level*, 
at any rate, is incomernicabla. There is no without —=> and the 
only communication is th^t indirect om fey beings, which are, 
however, always differently understood by different beings. 

There is no withoutj there i 3 ro objective knowledge. Therefore, 
an infinite variety of of interpretation. All speech 

. is fictions o What is, IS not v, . What Is, is elusive, 

’ Therefore, every speech' musfe ; be «aken lightly, xiot in the spirit 
of heaviness with the' 'pjreclsidh 'of language, 

; "*0, Zarathuatra, 9 ihe animals said, 9 to those who think 

. as we do, ait things themselves are dances*, They com and open 
their hands and laugh and flee and cone back. Everythin goesj 
everything comes back, eternally erodes the wheel of beads. Every® 
thing dies, everything blossoms again, eternally rhas the year 
of being. Everything breaks, everything is joined anew, eter¬ 
nally the s&ise house is being built. Everything parts, every¬ 
thing greets every other thing again, eternally the ring of being 
remains faithful to itself* And every now, then, being begins. 
From every here grows the. sphere, there. The center is every¬ 
where. That is the path of eternity. 9R 




in the scheme of 


I 61 i 


In other words, the .animals, the beings without speech are 
here represented as stating toe doctrine bf eternal return* 

There is no future* There is no future, whereas the thought 
of future is essential to man, and obviously of the greatest 
importance for Nietzsche fl s thought of the superman™ Somehow 
it is necessary for man, Nietzsche indicates, to return to 
this view which the animals, the beings not possessing speech 
or , would take if they c ould speak* The animals can 

state the doctrine of the eternal return without any suffering, 
and eternal return is of course also, in this radical form, 
the devoidity of every njanant® The center is everywhere^™ whereas 

- history a The center is not everywhere® 

The center is in the noon, in the moment of final truth, of 
the will to power and the superman is seen® In the perspective 
of mere nature, there is no such difference in writing of dif¬ 
ferent moments e But Nietzsche tries to return to the indispen- 
sible to preserve the human perspective, which for him is a 
historical perspective* Quit this must be viewed ultimately, 
in a trans-historic per^^tive;, and that is what eternal , 
return means* So, in a’tiifer words, there is this future, there > 
is this moving up to a peak and then down, but this eternal 
return —» that is the Only way', according to Nietzsche, in 
which the unity of history And, /lature can be established* 

The animals state the doctrine of the eternal return with¬ 
out any difficulty, wit&GW’ suffering* They do not suffer be-.: 
cause, as it is said lapisr on, they are cruel, the eagle and ’ 
the serpent, but is mah hot cruel, the question goes mi on 1 
page 330 , paragraphe twb to threisi® 

*• -> * ft i > \\ ' ; ' 

"Have you already made the hurdy-gurdy songs; this, but ; 
now I lie here still wdsiry of this biting and spewing, still ■; 
sick with ay own redemption, 1 and you have watched all this? ; ' 

0, ny animals, are erveh yep, cruel? Md you want to watch :iy ■. 
great pain as men do, fpr man is the cruelest animal* At - ■} 
tragedies, bullfights and crucifixions, he has so far felt best 
on earth, and when he invented hall for himself, toe whole doth 
.look' as heaven on earth*',*' ’ 

And so on* Ken is the cruelest animal, but he was net cruel 
enough* He did not dar^ : tp' 'inflict cn his most difficult things 
the doctrine of eternal "return* He was not evil enough, for \: 
thO rank of his good n&dp. depends on the rank of his evil* New ' 
what does this mean? Xfc is frequently occurring to Zarathustra* 
Tou remember, we spoke occasionally of the super-dragon as a 
condition for the being pf the superman* What does evil wean 
here? Nietzsche doesn’t really suggest that seme entirely, 
still more subtle and beastjy instruments of torture must be 
invented so that mas becomes civilized* That is not what he 
means* Evil has here a relatively strict sense* According to 
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Nietzsche, good and evil means primarily- what is customary and 
what is against custom* Good and evil is primarily understood 
in terms of custom* kyll is then primarily deviation from the 
tradition or the ancestral. Hence, the! good ones are primarily 
these who know what is good and evil because they live within 
a tradition or within a custom# 1 Therefore, since the superman 
requires the most radical break' with all previous tration, i* 
nm-st be evil in this s t ens^ s . the most extreme form. Let us turn 
how to page 331# paragraph $pfp, .to X our ; * 

(Change of tape), ' ' 


"*• > • • Man’s eax&h turned into a cave for me,, Its c bats’ 
sunken, All that is li ning' became human mold and golden' andY • 
thusly past to me, Ity sighing, s^t on all human tombs and coiild 
no longer get up. My questioning choked and gagged 

and ganwed and wailed fe.' | dM'.anl : .:night, Alas,, msua recurs etSuM 
nally. The small man r^s/irg! ^ejfnally. Naked, I have orfce 
seen gold with the greatest msri and the smallest mb, tlpaii i 
similar to each other, iaven the greatest, all too janan^! 
top mails the greatest** That was my disgust with; mah 0 1 Tbs' 
eternal recurrence of even the smallest. That Was ay disgust 'u 
with allcj<i$n>iic<L • Al^as^ uauaei, nausea, nausea,'" ‘ 


And so on# 


Now, ] thinks there are two themes fco- 

ntrt ^ __ n_ 


get hers toe, assertion, JH he.aM toe toe supeman, for a man 
transcending greatness# r a&p everything up to now, is 
3-®®atxd.cably linked to this toought with the demand for the 
eternal return of man as -*e always has been. This, paradox® 

Inaliy, is the essence Me^ssche’s thought. We cannot 
read the whole point' sp s ' 4 -n other words, the very pcs® 

sibility of the supennaM f jeWt^ ad the ©vereaninc of this ‘ 

3aa ?^?° ^e greatest s^feVing which man can inflict boon Mm® 
sel^ is ths condition for;, toe: greatest bliss possible, 'We read 
. en© more passage which jig a[>^gnir jq > the last uxor* bbwhich #Saf*d 
«■ says how only] thiee' 'seeches on eternal return, as 

we have seen, the speech: on: rsd^siptibh', and on division 

• tois one of the b,oi3S'|iie.kc;©htv- We read now only page' 333v ’• 
paragraph two. The W^htcy what Zarathnstra will apeak 

*n the moment of his deaths ? That is\ not by Zarathustra himself. 


. Now I die and vanish yep have . And all at once 
I am nothing. The soul is as mortal as the body. But dip net 
causes in which I am entangled recurs and will create me again# 
I ajyself belong to the causes^ the eternal recurrence*’ * 

. 300 f t^t is toe point to which I referred before* that 

by virtue of the eternal return it becomes possible that the 
conditions condition next, is a condition of this condition. 

Let us stop here for a ponent and try to understand that* Nbw i 
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Nietzsche, good and evil.moans primarily what is customary ard 
vhah i3 against custom* Good and evil is primarily understood 
intterms of custom* Evil is then primarily deviation from the 
tradition ©r the ancestral. Hence, the good ones are primarily 
those who know what is good and evil fcoeuuse they live within 
a tradition er within a custom. Therefore, since the suoeman 
requires the most radical brack with all previous tration he 
must be evil in this sense,, the .most extreme form. Let us turn 
now to page 331* paragraph two to four. 

(Change of tape)* 

"*• * * * Man's earth turned into a cave for r.e. Its chest 
sunken. All that is living became human mold and golden and 
thusly past to me, t!y sighing set on all human tombs and could 
no longer get up. My sighing and. questioning choked and gasped 
and ganwed and wailed by day and.'night. Alas, man recurs eter¬ 
nally. The s m all man recurs eternally. Naked, X have croe 
seen gold with the greatest man and the smallest wa^ . An too 
similar to each other, .even the greatest, all too human. All. 
too; small: the greatest. . That, was my disgust with The 

eternal recurrence of even; the smallest. That was my disgust 
with. all/• .r- ■ «>. c ;^_ . Alas, nausea, nausea,. nausea, 1n 

And so on. Now, Nietzsche thinks there are two themes to¬ 
gether: the assertion,' the demand for the' superman, .for a man * 
transcending greatness." H a n, ■ ,J everything up to now, is’ 
n i r , r ed to ti^LS vheught with, the demand £ov 
eternal return of man as he always has been. /This, paradox¬ 
ically, is the essence ©f Nietzsche's thought. We cannot 
read the whole point ——. and so, in other words, the very pos¬ 
sibility of the superman rests cm the cc-r CC ndng of this ' 
nausea. The greatest suffering which man can inflict up cm him¬ 
self is the condition for the greatest bliss possible. We read 
one more passage which in a wav rums up the last v.vri in which r, 
he says hew only three speeches en eternal return, a 3 

we have seen, the speech on redemption, and on ‘ division 
and this one of the cenvalsscent. We read now only page 333 
paragraph two. The animals prophecy what Zarathustra will speak 
in the moment of. his death. That is not by. Zsrathustra himself. 

'"Now I die and vanish you have . And ail at once 

I am;nothing. The seal is as mortal as the body. Eut da net 
causes in which I am entangled recurs and will create me again. 

I myself belong the the causes of the eternal recurrence. **• 

You see, that is the point to which I referred before: that 
by virtue of the eternal return it becomes possible that the 
conditions condition not,' is a condition cf this condition. 

Let us stop here fer a moment and try to understand that. v w 



when wa Took ah the ordinary hhir.g3 wo recur ho • ' ’• said 

other things nan h;.d unearthed at a certain ncirnnh by c ms 
which natural science trice to discover, Than, ofacr rum hud 
emerged he triad to find his hearings in the world and 
he did this in greatly different ways, but I speak cf culuvra, 
of interpretation of the '..•arid and we have here in this scare 
a contrast botween the objective science: natural science, social 
science, 'whatever yen nay please; ana the subjective interpre¬ 
tations of the world* be 3 11 trio as an example say sene tribes 
sene where in central Africa has a certain understanding cf the 
world and this understanding, cf the world is, of course, wrong* 

We know better: v;e have cur science. And we leek at these tribes 
from the outside* And wo omo — wo analyze their patterns of 
life, their patterns cf thought in the way in which we leek 
at ants or moles or live wnauever it nay be* This is Gictronely 
sicicle' and that is, I suppose still, the ccmncn scientific 
approach. But a great difficulty arises when the scismific 
approach itself become, questioned. Lot us assure that tusrs 
is a 1 difficulty in the scientific approach itself* And then 
this’ criticise! is carried through to its extreme, as we nay 
somehow reach it, it leads to the consequence that the scien¬ 
tific approach is itself such a comprehensive world vis;*, not . 
necessarily end not simply the to ary earlier compre¬ 

hensive world view. Then,;of course — 1 have discussed on 
other occasions why this is not a simple, 
but why it becomes nsccasmy, given certain premises. Very 
simply, this science it_-obi nob"a human phenomenon.. Science 
itself dees not exist in a vacuum* Is it net a part of the 
historical process of man? And therefore,' as belonging to the 
blocks of history, is it in itself not to be read a3 such? 

Now. if this is taken radically then it means the scientific 
view of the world i3 the myth cf a certain kind of man, net 
in this fundamental resoact different from any ether myth. 

Surely it is better, superior to any myth. Tick. ihuiew to its 
own standards cf tift'k cf certainty, but the a unction ccucsmc 
precisely whether these standards cf truth and certaincv are 
intrinsically rf111* This view has been made very popular, 
by the way, by Spangler J s Eire line cf the West which has affected 
present-day thought in many ways* 


New when this difficulty arise: 
that is taken, hew do .things appsa 
of any meaning? The beginning cf , 


be the individual’s 
of sens central Afir 
any other, with the 
ties at a certain s J 
view of Nietzsche w< 



Vj*C77 ^ 2.S 
+ 4 v^V-» v» ■ 




— 1 o 

hat of 1 


iXr *, cm ^nc., 


.an this view — 

n, then, only 
be it that 



New what is,then,the beginning, the ordinary beginning of 
any meaning in , That can only be the princi¬ 

ple of that world view: in Nietzsche’s language, the fundamental 
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will of the individual tkirdrer cr the cocao-- ■ nlun v‘ 
can adept, Eut obvicucl g - 

view, aver/ such schema of irshlviduaticn, is’V.ot sire 
beginning. at is itself, scrr.chcw, conditioned^ and *.. 
- areuna this fact, This is I;ictsscho ? s formula: h 
possible — liietsrehe has first to solve this cuastic 
the subjectivity of every interpretation, hr./ can the 
ir.ucrpret utic-n, subjective interpretation, which is s 
superior to all ethers, that is different? To say f 
simply, Uictssche cuggoets that the sciatica to 
the formula for the leading spiritual power. VJhy is • 
superior, to other human, comprehensive doctrines? \I 
discussed that at sene length. Hietsschs tried to fi 
solution to this question. 


-oh world 
~7 the 
c can.i 


lovp^r 




.3 better. 




But 1: 


't us, then, cuovuj that hiotnoehe has 

sibility of cne final foiwula, that r. ._. _ 

doctrine of T-i, ~ this cohere cf iniranrctl- 

ticn is the origin of the true moaning, and obviously no’is 
conditioned. Nietsscha was conditioned by all Hnia 0 p +I a . 
ditions, by fact of his body — I dcn»t know what. How can 
the origin of meaning and, in this cense, the supreme condi- 
tion, yet be the condition of its era condition!? This crcblen 
i;> solved — x mean in words —— by eternal return. He himself 
belongs to the causes of eternal return, and therefore to the 
only causes. 

^ would lake to add a xcw weme on the rest of t o third 
bock*. The next tine I will state a vary general theory of 'die 
fourth part. ... there are two sections from the subject that 
are no longer interesting, because the end of the fourth oart 
is developed cf this enigmatic vision of the whole * In the 
fourth part, it is shewn how Zarathustra affects the bast men 
of .his generation, long bofers the superman, ind there arc 
certain remarks, especially about science, which we will dis¬ 
cuss. I would like to say only a few words about tbs end of 
the third part. These are very difficult sections. 

.; Zarathustra 1 s doctrine of the eternal return is ~~ --- - - ~ 

whole dectrine is, a creauicr of his self, and yebu-t . 

time, an enigmatic \hnicn cf the whole, cf life, as it~Lo iiedc- 
pendent of being willed. This Ionic to the question, what ~ > 
the relation of Zarathustra*s self to life? The self no-* aloe 
be called with an older word, the cool. Then tx J 

first, Zarathustra and his soul, rvrf this is the 
next speech of the groat longing, rad then Zorat 
and this is the theme cf the'following speech, 

; . I nake only a few notes about that. 
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Nietzsche, good and evil means primarily what is customary and 
what is against custom, Good and evil is primarily understood 
in terms of custom. Jsrtgtl is then primarily deviation from the 
tradition or the ancestral. Hence, the I good ones are primarily 
these who know what is good and avil because they live within 
a tradition or within a custpm, 1 Therefore, since the super man 
requires the most radical break' with all previous tratibn, he 
must be evil in this sense's;. ®ost extreme form. Let us turn 
now to paga 331, paragraph jbjwb, .to four;, 

(Change of tape). 1 , , « • ? • 


Man*8 ear£h turned 1 into a cave for me,. Its chest; 
sunken. All that is li'iving became human mold and golden- andY? 
thusly past to me. Hy ]3ighing!; s^t on all human tqmbe and c'ouabl 
no longer get up. My questioning cho&sd flnd gagged 

and ganwed and wailed l^Yi'.^l'.^ia'-'Inight. Alas,, man recurs etbrM 
nally. The small man |sj^fnally. Naked, I have otkprfi 

seen gold with the greatest mail dnd the smallest *»«»»» , fT> t!qo ‘ 
siadlar to each other, jewm t$;>§»atea!t, all toe ..humariJ■' till "■ 
tqq amall* the greatest^, That was my disgust with 1 —■ UiJ 11 
eternal recurrence of eyen the s^alleqt. That Was ay disgust * [ 
with all C ce, . Al^as, nausea, nausea, nausea.'" ! . ) 

' r ' • ' ' 

And 90 an. New, ] i«lzqche. thinks there are two themes to¬ 
gether: the, assertion, xh% ’oemaai for the superman, for a m ° Ti 
transcending greatness., i^an, ' ■ everything up to now, is* 
inextricably linked to ^biadLs tfrbdjght with the demand for .the 
eternal return of man asfbef always has been. This, paradox*. ' 
icaiay, is the essence Mje^s^he»s thought. We cannot 
read the whole point —-sb other words, the very cos- > 
sibility of the the overocming of tS ‘ /J 

nau^a. The greatest sffiE^olrii^g $ihich' man’ can inflict upon 
self is the conditionlatest bliss possible. We read 
one aore passage which t*3b last ta*f4i. iliewhibti dieted 

' how thjree speeches on eternal return as l 

%^have seen, ^* «p|wch'^[^d^ptijoh, and on division 

paragraph 

in the moment of his 


,one of the; We read now only page’ 333;,’ 

L tW f* - T ?? 1lhat Zarathnstra will apisa* 


isvnot by Zarathustra himself;, 

n »Now I die and vanish yon have . And all at once 
I am nothing. The soul is as mortal as the body. But do; net 
causes in which I am entangled recurs and will create me a g^* D 
I agrself belong to the cauaeis. of the eternal recurrence. 9 " 


You see, that is the point to which I referred before: that 
by virtue of the eternal return it become possible that the 
conditions condition not, is a condition of this condition. 

Let us stop here for a foment and try to understand that.; jukii 


LY 

•r; 
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when we look at the ordinary things we recur to^vel^Awt and 
other things men had unearthed at a certain moment by causes 
which natural science tries to discover. Then after man had 
emerged he tried to find his bearings in the world and 
he did this in greatly different ways, but I speak of culture, 
of interpretation of the world and we have here in this stage 
a contrast between the objective sciences natural science, social 
science, whatever you may please; and the subjective interpre¬ 
tations of the world. We*11 take as an example say seme tribe - 
somewhere in central Africa has a certain understanding of the 
world and this understanding of the world is, of course, wrongo 
We know better* we have our science. And we look at these tribes 
from the outside. And we see — we analyze their patterns of 
life, their patterns of thought in the way in which we look 
at ants or moles or live whatever it may be. This is extremely 
simple and that is, I Oppose st|ll, the common scientific 
approach. But a great difficulty arises when the scientific i 
approach itself becomes questioned, Let us assume that there 
is a difficulty in the approach itself. And then . 

this criticism is carrl]e^ to its extreme, as we may V- 

somehow reach it, it lipra.^! fij^' consequence that the scien- i 
tifip approach Is world view, not ; ; 

necessarily and not s^wp^^' A to any earlier cbmpre .«5 f; 

: hensive world view. Ttep,' of course — I have discussed on ■: •. 
ether occasions why thlfer is not - £ simple, 
but why it becomes neces-^uy*,, .gsfvep certain premises. . Very 
simply, this ^science il||pjj|$ja human phenomenon. Science 
itself does not exist aj Is it not k a part of the 

historical process of man?,--'■ khif ^bi'erefore,,‘ as belonging to the 
blocks of history, is 'i& jj» itself not to be read as such? 

^ this is takbn i^iip^Oy then it means the scientific 
view of the world is the isgrth $f.a certain kind of man, not 
in this fundamental respect different frem any other myth. 

Surely it is better, srp^Upr to any myth with a view to its 
own standards of truth"^ certainty, but the question concerns 
precisely wether thesef standards of truth and certainty are 
intr ins ically right* ; T|jd8 view, has been made very popular, 

, by the way, by Spenglert s Decline of the West which has affected 
ptfssent-day thought in .many ways, 

? Now when this difficulty arises — I mean when this view -<=> 
that is taken, how do things appear? What is the beginning 
of any meaning? The beginning of any meaning can, then, only 
be the individuals world view, as it is called, be it that 
of some central African tribe, be it that of Western man, or 
any other, with the allowance that there are within such socle* 
ties at a certain stage individual differences: say, the world 
view of Nietzsche wpuld be different from that of Hobbes. ... 

Now what is, then, tbs’ beginning, the ordinary beginning of 
any neaping in . That can only bo the princi¬ 

ple of that world views in Nietzsche's language, the fundamental 
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when we look at the ordinary things we recur to€vc|«^/Wt and 
other things men had unearthed at a certain moment by causes 
which natural science tries to discover. Then after man had 
emerged he tried to find his bearings in the world and 
he did this in greatly different ways, but I speak of culture, 
of interpretation of the world and we have here in this stage 
a contrast between the objective science: natural science, social 
science, whatever you nay please; and the subjective interpre¬ 
tations of the world* We* 11 take as an example say some tribe' 
somewhere in central Africa has a certain understanding of the 
world and this understanding of the world is, of course, wrong* 

We know better* we have our science. And we look at these tribes 
from the outside* And ;we see we analyze their patterns of 
life, their patterns of though in the way in which we look 
at ants or moles or li# whatever it may be* This is extremely 
simple and that is, I fippoTO still, the cannon scientific 
approach* But a great dj^iculty; arises when the Scientific , 
approach itself becc»»R/|me^t4.o^d* Let us assume that there,,. 
is a difficulty in the approach itself . And then . ^ 

this; criticism is carri|||^^^uei to its extreme, as we may ' 
somehow reach it, it 3fg|§i$$ tfg( consequence that the scien- . \ 
tifip approach is world view,, not,; • 

necessarily and net W to any earlier corapre-; f• 

hen^Lye world view* TfeMi,[ .of: epprse —- I have discussed on ' ■ 
ofchiea* occasions why ^ simple, : J‘ : 

but why it bepamb certain premises. . Very 1 . s 

simply, this science'' ilpsW- human phenomenon. Science i 
itself does Mt exist 3p| Is it not a part of the 

historical process of as belonging to the 

blocks of history, 1 is itself pot to be read as such? 

Now if this is taken ^..tgfen it means the scientific J 

vieif-; of the world is tto. myth certain kind of man, hot 
in this fu ndamen tal rs^pfc. different from any other myth* 


Surely it is better, s.^Md.^.. pp, .any ayth with a view to its 
own standard* at truthT'^|.^#i|dar, but the question concerns 
precisely whether the^iriMdar^ truth and certainty are 
intrin si c ally right* ; l|dsvi<aw; has besn mads very popular, 
the way, by Spengleifts Decline of the West which has affected 
$B9tsent-day thought .in many ways, 

? ■ Now when this difficulty arises — I mean when this view «?» 
that is taken, Jum do things appear? What is the beginning 
of any meaning? The begiiinisig of any meaning can, then, only 
be the individual's world view, as it is called, be it that 
of some central AfTican tribe, be it that of Western man, or 
any other, with the allowance that there are within such socle** 
ties at a certain stage individual differences: say, the world 
view of Nietzsche would be different fTom that of Hobbes. ... 

Now what is, then,the beginning, the ordinary beginning of 
any meaning in , That can only be the princi¬ 

ple of that world views In Nietzsche's language, the fundamental 


will of the individual thinker or the society plan which you 
can ad opto But obviousjly, conmon-een3ic ally, every such world 
view, every such schema of individuation, is not singly the 
beginnings It is itself, somehow, conditioned, and we cannot 
get around this facts This is Nietzsche 5 s formula: how is it 
possible •— Nietzsche has first to solve this question, given 
the subjectivity of every interpretation, how can t here be one 
interpretation, subjective interpretation, which is simply 
superior to all others* that is different? To say that more 
siisply, Nietzsche suggests that the solution to the riddle, 
the foE Bmala for the leading spiritual power*. Why is this better, 
superior, to other human, comprehensive doctrines? We have 
discussed that at seme length,; Nietzsche tried to find the 
solution to this question. 

But let us, then, apspiae that Nietzsche has shown the pos¬ 
sibility of one final formula*. t hatis, +-l*e Will to P. 'Sen, this 1 
doctrine of -J4*. \l +» poyUsUr , this scheme of interpret^ 
tion is the origin of thp true meaning, and obviously it is 
conditioned. Nietzscherwas’ conditioned by all kinds of tra¬ 
ditions , by fact of hist ’body £ don* t know what. How can 
the origin of meaning sense, the sbpreme condi- ^ 

tionj yet be the condit^^ bf iW cum conditions? This problem^ 
is solved — I mean in yojp$s l by eternal return. He himself • 
belongs to the causes of e^ern^/return, and therefore to the 
only causes. i' 1 ‘ ' 

1 would like to addjj & on the rest of the third 

booki The next time I a. very general theory of the,, 

fourth part. . , , thex|f tap sections from the subject 
are no longer interesting,; because the end of the fourth part: ■ 
is developed of this enigmatic, vision of the whole. In the 
fourth part, it is shown how Zarathustra affects the best men 
of his generation, long before the superman. And there are 
certain remarks, especially about, science, which we will dis¬ 
cuss. I would like to say only a few words about the end of 
the third part. These are very difficult sections. 

Zarathustra's doctrine of the eternal return is, and his 
vhcpk doctrine is, a creation of his self, and yet at the same 
time, an enigmatic vision of the whole, of life, as it is inde¬ 
pendent of being willed. This leads to the question, what Is 
the relation of Zarathustra* s self to life? The self may also 
be called with an older word, the soul. Then the question is 
first, Zarathustra and his soul, and this is ths theme of the 
next speech of the great long i n g, and then Zarathustra and life 
and this is the theme of the following speech, 

: > I make only a few notes about that. 




The word soul is in German* as well as in Greek and Latin,, 
of the fasinine gender,, so it is natural almost to consider 
the soul a woman, that is to say animate# Life is explicitly 
presented as a woman by Nietzsche, and in the last spsech of 
the third part which — he has an amend —» no ? it’s the seven 
seals, he has an answer — eternity is explicitly called a 
woman# This is the symbolism which Nietzsche uses to indicate 
the problem* The soul* life, eternity: female, feminine, are 
constrasted to the will to power which is a male principle* 

Now the great longing of which he speaks is a longing for etar- 
nsl return* Zarathustra addresses his soulo This, as you have 
seen from the earlier speech, this conversation of Zarathustra 
with his soul is not communicable, strictly speaking$ therefore, 
not susceptible of interpretation in the proper sense* Let us 
read only the beginning of "The Great Longing*" 

"’On my soul my thought was to stay today and one day and 
formerly and to dance away over all here and there and yonder* 

0 ray soul, I delivered you from an notes* I brushed dust, 
spiders and twilight off you. 0 my soul, I washed the bashful¬ 
ness and the off you and persuaded you to stand naked 

before the eyes of the sun, . * *’" 

And so on. Now this goes through, the whole speech. Zara¬ 
thustra is the teacher of his soul, the redeemer of his soul, 
which means he is, in an important sense, superior to his soul, 
the master of his soul or higher than it* And, whereas in re¬ 
lation to life in the next speech, this situation is reversed, 
Zarathustra is following life and not its master, 

I think it is more Important for our present purpose and 
for any purpose at this t ism that we try to state the problem 
in a more general way start on the following 

point* L imi ti n g myself to the problem as it appears within 
political philosophy* Now in the original sense, political 
philosophy was concerned with the natural order as the right 
order of society* It was concerned, therefore, with a univer¬ 
sal, the natural order of society. That isn’t — it didn’t 
necessarily mean that the right order was meant to be of uni¬ 
versal applicability. That was a very s econdary question! per¬ 
haps the right order of society was not always possible, but 
only under certain c onditiona. In this respect there is an 
important difference between Plato and Aristotle, * * * (tape 
difficulty), , • o modern rationalism, because modern rationalisn 
tried to achieve, tried, in principle, to have an order of society 
which is of universal applicability, whereas Plato and Aristotle 
did not. But both were equally concerned with the universal 
acd t hat mean t- that the individual teachers, say Plate, 
as individual, was apaliaafrla* was a mere accident 

o Strictly speaking, it was also absolutely 
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Irrelevant that it was a Greek who thought it — who taught it 3 the 
Greeks had a more fortunate position than other nations for the 
relevant philosophy. That had nothing to do with the substance 
of their philosophy ' . Now this whole conception 

was based on the fundamental distinction between the universal 
on the one hand, and the. individual or particular, on the other# 

The universal was the authority. That was the reason my phil¬ 
osophy was regarded as ^u|sori. 6 r, to poetry and poetry. In its 
turn even, superior to fikfgpFz*, . There isn*t likely a split. ; 
between the universal and. uha particular, and what is 

, between the pe>e Option* of the universal, conception, as 
oia Mght say, and the peraeppiba of the individual, . s rua*?«perc'ep- 
>* To, give a simpl^eximple. if what I mean by this primacy 
tne universal, rights, oar. :.ould have a higher status than 
rights of Englishmen, Englishmen would have any claim 

tc respect only by agreeing with the rights 

of man. This orientati^nt^l'^i^sd until the eighteenth century, 
jprnrnlly speaking, £tjj^spsg all political philOrSopfeers,’ 

'la, Inversion of thi 3 ' %Qjaaiisffir^t visible in the reaction.,tor ' 
r ‘ '’reach revolution. Ttjhud- bsen long hidden throngs history: 
qJc it became^ _©]?en onlyv.then.X read to you two utterances 
Burke,... who leader in the fight again it- the 

Fronph revolution:. • V'-'Wv’ • , - 

f f j ’'4-^*. ‘ 1 u.- ■ , . /. 

!J Our constitution /sieakiu^ 'the 3 ritish c««istitiB!#if.sT --a a 
p^sscriptivs const!tuticeav" ^kszariptive^ means /«£ ^ 

VA I Idif-v te the fact that .it has -been accepted throughout thd 
r-aged;, >? a constitution whose sols. . 

authority is that it has ”hdstSd e timeout of mind. The Briti^i 
constitution claims and^|aB^ e t's the liberties of the British 
as an estate SSpecfaffy belonging t T o theppeople of this kingdom 
without airy reference whatever to any other more general or 
prior right," 

Now these statements made in the heat of violent political 
contest had a tremendous effect in the nineteenth century and 
®. . » « Let us limit ourselves to the principle. If this i 3 
accepted literally, as Burke stated it', and acted upon, it 
means directly the opposite. The primacy of the individual, 
not of the individual human being, but of the individual soci¬ 
ety, for example, especially, of the historical. The universal 
is derivative. For example — and the consequences are very 
common. We usually do not reflect on the principles 

« Plato, ... an expression of Greekness: so 
the fundamental phenomenon is Greekness, an individual phenomenon 
as is indicated by the fact that we have to use a proper noun 
to figure it. Greekness is a fundamental fact. The universal — 
the doctrine of Plate which is in universal terms is .derivative. 



relevant that it was a Greek who "tv--i -t at — ~-ro taug-* ~^3 *-■ 
Greeks had a mere fortunate nocitic-u then other nuta-ms far the 
relevant philoccp^. That kaa nsthisg to do with ths c.betasce 
ei their philosophy * l.'vr this vholc cerxoptlin 

vas baaed on the fandcrortal distinctica between. the universal 
on the one hand, end the individual cr particular; cn t. 

The universal was the authority* That ’aas the reason t! 
osephy wo3 regarded as sepa. i . r to poetry and peacry, a 
turn oven, superior to 'history* there aau- : t likely a a 
between the universal and tie particular, and what is 

, between the perception of the universal, cosco 
cue night say, and the 'perception ci the ^individual, a ^ 
tion* To give a simple e maple cf what ± neap by tnis 
of the universal, rights of dan would have a higher eta 
rights of EngHshuon. Higksc of EngHahnsn wcuad have ^ 
to respect only by virtue >-f their agreeing itth tie n 
of icsr.* This orientate a ■ prevailed until the eighteen- 
generally speaking, at la—m : .:cag all political p-incsepmrs. 
The inversion of this beema first visible in the reaecici to 
the French revolution* it had tom serg hie can threugn ms scry 
but it fcccene open only then. I read to you two utterar.eee 
from Fdaund Burke, who was a loader in the light ugu_r_, ^ t—e 
French revolution;.; ■’... 
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fi Gar constitution £•- v-ri ag the British cerstiiitaer/ is a 
proscriptive ccastituticn« ^prescriptive recant i f- ,■ 

u. /,. . 'to' the fact that it has been accepted thrcugacut tne 
ages / '. ■ ••. ?/., It is a ccnctituticn whese sole 

.authority is that it has misted time cut ©f rand. The British 
constitution claim ana asserts the liberties of the British 
as m'estate‘ii:.’{belonging to the people of this kingdom, 
without sny reference whatever to any other more general cr 
prior right*" „ ' ' 

Sow these statements node in the -cent cf vacaort g amt-ical 
contest had a tremendous effect in the nineteenth centuig/ end 
* * * * Let us limit ourselves to the principle* ^ if tmesis 
accepted literally, as Burke stated at,, and acton _gcn, -> 

TT!a«ng directly the opposite. The prmii'gb c_* the encavedeal, 
not of the individual human being, but or tae ar.diy__i_i ^ sooj.-^ 
ety, for e: maple, especially, of the hastened* a*.; unaversaa 
is derivative. For eacrple — and tae ccnseyajucy- are v^ry 
r>txiirr-r : r > . We usually do not reflect cn the. prsncapa-cs 

. Plate* * * * an escorcssien of Grcokncss: as 
the fondmontal phonemes is Greokms, an individual phenomenon 
03 is indicated by the fact that we nave te use a 4 — 

to figure it, Grcckness is a fundaa.sr.tal fact* The universal 
the doctrine of Plato which is in universal terns as dsravatavs. 
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*"> < V?^ e ^ :5ec “ ets L~l° £ -pLy I 3 only cm particular exoreccion 
®T ttts. Kietnocha would say Plate"c nhilccc-hy is a prapm- 
ticn of the deepest and unique in Plato. It is net nolsiblc 
to understand it with, a view to its claim to bo the orienta¬ 
tion ©f the truth. 


W®, have discussed this frequently. The difficulty ari-es 
' siinply as follows* I cere back to a point 1 unde before. 

Let us say all right, be it so that nn thought -• 3 thi3 

way. This assertion itself creates a hcpelcso difficulty. 

You rsaeshsr ry question, why .... If wo have here"tie world 
views, the ideas. ... however you isi^ht call then “’slat'-ve N 
to a peculiar historical pbormaenon,. bs it a culture or a "civ¬ 
ilisation or a nation cr an individual, conathing to be da scribed 
by a proper nor.3, and this is — I noon a different value systsn, 
f di^’erent eystes of categories relative to a different histor¬ 
ical unity. This whole view, the whole inference, the whole 
inductive process* ... is outside of this relativity. IV 
ars ultisiatcly c cupelled to nice on assertion, in vnsiversal tems 
aiKi this assertion is, according to its own nooning, no longer 
intelligible zs historical in the prinary sense of the tern. 

This is she bastion with which all sinatesnth and twentieth’ ' 
centuiy is concerned in various ways. One is-the • sciatica cf 
which wo have spoken en.scr.e other occasions* that is to say 
the problcu is solved by achieving an ^solute nonent so that 
every dcctnne is. rolax-ivs to the historical situation 
there nay be a doctrine relative to tits absolute jnoaent s-rd 
that xfas the solution of . . ' PUndancntclly, thotc is”also 

the solution of Hors and Nietzsche. . This notification cf the 

* *•*■*' One other pay of doing the sane thing, of nrriv- 
dPg at tbs sane thing is tbs following ©ns which, is not the 
way of Ilietsschc. If all thought is essentially decedent on 
language and inseparable fren language, but language is "neces¬ 
sarily an individual language is it possible, ever^ to reach” 
tJM universal a 3 universe!.? Is universal, than, necessarily 
intelligible or accessible through the individual, through his 
partacular language, and therefore, as individual. 


■r I 


to -- the original notion of political philcscpiy 
‘'' ‘' i ' ' v "bLe original notion of philosophy, and" 

u&stais, philosophy was understood as the most Conccrohensive 
knowledge and, as such, the knowledge concerned With what is 
always or eternal.'' And That is always or eternal was understood 
to be, in principle, always equally accessible. Accidentally, 
not, but essentially, always equally accessible. Over against 
Oils view cans the in nedera tineas, the eternal order 

is not accessible, ror even nerhaos it is net, it uorolr 
ecngecturo, as Nietzsche put it, - The nest conarchcnsivc t^cu-fet 
■idaat as to wy, philoccphy, eon only camera blu?-- v-ewiedge * 
^ such, and not reality* But krasin knowledge, as such, aust 
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be conceived of as something developing v^.usc huiaan knowledge 
appears to change* ifor example, analyst? of aoianee as it 
ia now, with the understanding that sv/prising changse will 
occur in the future* In other words, whei cornea out in modern 
time3, in our time, is this one favc/nd possibility* The most 
comprehensive knowletge is an analysis of knowledge, such r.s 
an analysis of science, with the umer standing that tills high¬ 
est Knowledge, scientific knowledge, is cnanging<, We believe 
vre can live with the notion of a changing horizon and be radical^ 
ly provisionalist, tl:ut is only a) until further notice c But 
tills is, of course, not so* The Awareness of the changeability 
of the horizon is understood to bs unchanging* That has cone 
to stay in all changes,* ho one of these men regards it a'i 

possible tnat there night ever be a legitimate rejection of 
scientific method and me scientific approach* That science 
could collapse because people beccne z gain superstitious cr 
maladusted or sone — t! ey do not depy t But that would c iear- 
ly be decay 0 That there could be any ether legitimate or 
sensible rejection of the scientific aovroach as we under ij 
stand it now is impossible. In this sense, as I it, 

the changeability or the awareness of the changeability of 
the horizon is understood as unchangeable* 


the ground of all 
historical change 


•+ cannot leave it, then, at history* One canrot leave 

it at t*ie primacy of the process of the individual or the par¬ 
ticular o And IJietzsc? e *s whole philosophy is an attempt to 
solve this difficulty und to give in his premises the only 
-dPlhf’iQ ajLgr tne of this* to say tiiat on the highest 

level, the ilggsgr Of «ea2»a*ll ^i^change, I maun the will 
to power, must transform itself into acceptance* In fhj.q very 
strange way, Nietzsche tried to restore something ittw the 
pre-modern^ view* But he could do it — did understand that 
this is army by understaiding tills acceptance as a transformed 
or transfigured will; thirefore, not '.imply contemplation, 
but creative contemplation. 


I leave it at this point and I want to have — perhaps 
you can have a brief discussion. 

(inaudible question)*, Ii<w let me try to state it as fol¬ 
lows* If you take earlier petitions (Rest of answer inaudible 
due to being off-mike arei shuffling of chairs). 

(Inaudible question fcHewed by inaudible answer and another 
inaudible question)* 


That is simply not troi. • o * They are a reaction to 
* tk® nihilists, as, in his wjy, Nietzsche was* I don»t believe 
that this would be very hel.oful* I think that one could say 
in the simple formula that lixereao Nietzsche expressed thin 
doctrine, or Nietzsche 3 s doctrine as a whole is based (a) on 
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science, both natural science and historical science — you 
know, evolution, the historical process and so on — and, on 
the other hand-, on what we called enigautic vision. That, 
m 9 cau ^ ht bel ’ w V ien til 0 f e tuo chairs. What the men who 
„ . . . . t ? abandon completely the scientific oud=» 

port and to base tueir whole doctrine on a certain irityj 0 f 

visi ‘ 3n « is » very great difficulties disappear. 

Ui % 0an thls Ha * tat at tl,e : ,ric « 

(Inaudible question). Yes, but the point is this* Could 
one not say that a complicated idea is on*y a c *ce£ of 
tie nihilistic situation. . , 0 (r.est of answer inaudible), 

(Inaudible question and answer). 

‘ 51 i0r f l3eems tcj be a problem in the relation- 
uhip cetvcon the Lait L'an that we*ve discussed earlier 
inid laetzi che s ultimate superman. The Last linn is bad 
because hn is sinply content; he doesn»t doubt, he doesn«t 
question, ne haa no aspirations. He just lives contented. 
And yet I he supenaan, ultimately, will be the same sort 
of man. The superman no longer doubts or questions. 

He has f/ercane wisdom with the great affirmation and 
he quie-Oy, asjarathustra does in the last section, he 
qpietly eits and affirms. And one wonders — I ’uean 
th^e xs ap-jarently a higher level of affirmation, a 

^ con J ent€dness ° Acd yet is there really 
o much ux- ierence between the superman and. the Last Kan? 
Both ox then live in a perfect world, for them. 

. f CSj > >ai J is 'jaerc really no difference between tliis — 
is there no degjre of difference between an affirmation at 

a 1 “! ! prO0eaB and overcomings and Saif¬ 

s '";" 8 doM not — *S»r3* b«Z f 

There 3 jtixs differences yes. But wty do we wish to 
CCTDT what t« point at which there are no more 
and overccmi\gg has surpassed these? Why «hr»QH not 
th^se thin gs as viewed as a continual process, as 
exposed to reaching. ... a state of freedom or happy 
state where we sit quietly? 

riS r ^ P J rt inaudlble because of airplane), 

^ *** '*a teve r bo do with the return. 

th±a the t4io1jB religious and philosophic 
traditions the concern with family, and one can s^Tthat 
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is for him the difference between a brutish man* the Last Man , they are 
like pigs and a truly hunan being including tho super-human 
human being. That is the difference and the sizeable 

difference in nhis that for Nietzsche the eternity can 
consist only in the eternity of the process. That vrf.ll 
I think maices it more simple * 

Then in this case* where he is willing, it is not really 
tne superman* , * » What he really j,s willing is the^~^ 
process too, I mean a continual and eternal process tc 
the higher nan. He is not willing ary given state of 
men but rather the process, 

Q . *** it is necessary, surely — I Ilje an more conprehen- 
sivt than tne way lioward the superman is the return of return* 

Tne question is -« there are „iany stages — a number of stages 
have to be distinguished in order to answer your question* 

^ es;ion * an infinite process? 

• ^hink, was an implication of your question* dut an 

infinite process is • That is, an infinite process 

means infinite relativity unless you have goals or ideals or 

^ pro !v ess » •• • • It is impossible to think 

of this «*. any formula of infinite progress, hov/ever it mirfit 
be understood, is, cs such a formula, final* And therefore 
you have to — then., in the decisive respect, X *«anas far 
as tne understanding of th; truth is concerned, the end lias 
ueen readied* The end hr/, been .reached s that is from 
modern point of view, injussiblej except — I mean all these 
modern positions must be in the sense that they 

must assume a peak and Majx can say, in words, that there is 
— tne true history be^rs with two from the realm of 
necessity to the a?ealn V. freedom, but that is a wholly unsun® 
ported assertion. The cveisive point is that the essential^ 
cliaracter of hunan liiota*y up to the time of the j imp as well 
as tho outline of what i t afterward a x *pears as it appears now 
°** o otKtee done* Thire 13 no possibility for Marx that 
viewed frai the post-rev.dutionaxy mowci't — I mean strictly 
post-revolutionary, not , . * * final transition, that In 
sawc way */arx» whole doctiine will appear vo be absolutely 
uncertain* I remember* * • * non-Russian Marxist, George Lukacs, 

1^10 writes in German* * , he tried, under tne influence of 
max Weber and such peopl, to apply Marxism to himself* That 
was tne famous formula cf Max Weber and his study on the soci¬ 
ology of religion* That seemed to be so pl-usible* Of course, 
it was absolutely unrfbvxist* * . * and in a weak moment* * * ! 

George Lukacs said I ixpect that, . * * The Marxist doctrine 
* * o 0 i*e*, the best hitherto* * * * This philosophy is the 
best hitherto, not tin best since* Nsw what dots th i s in prac¬ 
tice mean? Take this example* The theorie s of the French 
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devolution uere t:ie most progressive thinkers of the eighteenth 
centuryo Of course they uere wrong, as wc lenou now. Jut at 
tl;a.t time tiiat ires t'nc best you could have 0 Ijowt, a’joly it 
to harxistto Karxlsa is the best no w, but it may have basic 
defects which will appear only a hundred years from now c Iiou 9 
looking at it fra i a practical point of view it means thiss 
the suggestion is r.iade to us to undergo infinite suffc-rin 3s 
axid con.,lit atrocious deeds with ti,e certainty that the whole 
tiling will look a;i a very defective tiling in retrospect* ard 
t:^refore eitiier :.t is tiie truth, tae final truth, or it is 
noto And later on we cant; back to — it was stricken frci’i 
tiic record — I d >n*t. knew what that would do — and then we 
cai.ie back t o a ve:*y si;, pile tic doctrine viiiich — merely pro¬ 
fessing this schaae — you know, is advancing and 

so our knowledge now is better than it was a hundred years 
ago and so on anti so on, bit which, of course, evades the 
problem of finaliuy in the decisive respect. You see, you 
can iiave infinite progress as much as you like in secondary 
matters. Par example, you tan make an infinite progress of 
medicine or many kinds of techniques. That»s no problem. 

Jut the comprehensive knowleilge which we all presuppose and 
which we all cldri to profest, even if we fare extremely mod¬ 
est — we all claim to profeca tliatj we all iiave opinions — 
then, 01 course , ir; tills respect, vie cannot — we are surely 
doubting from Mae to tine, quite naturally, but here there 
is — tiiat cai. iot be avoided. It can be avoided only in ops 
way and tills i3 bj modern tliought and tiiat ie 

saietliing abavt Socrates and f lato. but tiiat is a long story. 

Yoi said earlier in tills course that prior to the 
first wave of modernism the assumption w ca tiiat nature 
is good} if we can shew sa.ething to be natural it is 
good, ait the objection from .he modems was that we 
not be sure of this because nature can. „ . . Now, in 
essence. It seems to me that wi.rv Nietzsche does in the 
doctrine eternal return is fucw that although in one 
sense this meant an enigmatic "lad on, in awnfeHer * 
it is the inescapable nature. - . 0 how doesn s t Uictzache 
uood tfaia necessity, given tne premises of modernism, 
to affirm ibis: it is truth, because the fact it is true 
doesn*t maku it good* How jerhaps Nietzsche would admit 
this but I»m not sure, 

Nietzsche jays, in hi3 vay — returns, in hia way, to 
the assertion *hat native is good. What does it mean when 
he says the earth is a half <>£ the whole (Some of what follows 
inaudible)* a •. . he starts jut from the historical eluti on 
which was very powerful in Oinoany. . . and sensing the diffi¬ 
culties and the nihilistic e >nsequences, attempts to transcend 
it and he returns to natuw, while avoiding (Remainder ®f 
answer inaudible — off oitrqphane). 



iO get back to the problem of tLi. deadly truth .-wri 
the -rue and general statcroents other tliun tne nihilistic 
onev and thi:. negated kind of Nietzsche *s own, ia there 
way claim to objectivity as regards not necessarily what 
creates and . akes •- you know, eternal return, something 
lilce this, but the fact that this deadly truth must be 
interpreted creatively. (Inaudible interjection by Mr. 
dtrauso). Yiu'.n in what standard, or how can he say that 
tiu. necessity of interpreting this creatively, you know, 
and not nihilistically — that this is tiue, I mean he 
lias to a true statement} wiiat is ills standard. 

.'ou have to see there are various levels of that and I 
tried to give you i kind of location. « . . Enigmatic vision 
means, of course, tie isxporicnce of scncthing and true and 
if this is not relivant one can simply say, tiien, that I 
don*t c?.re now how this is related to truth, accessible to 
science or scieutiits. ... (iiest of answer inaudible). 

On Wednesday I will Apeak of the fourth part of Zarathua- 
tra and I will limit myself to the section dealing with c-'iencej 
that is nearest to our hearts or to our minds, and then you 
can have another di scussion. ... 
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natural flight; May 20 , 19 ffi 


o o o « but X give a very brief survey of tnc. fourth part of - 
barathustra and then I summarize t.ic argunc nt again and then 
we 8 11 have a kind of final discussion; final for the tine being 

how the fourth part of darathustra is in a way an anti¬ 
climax. The whole substance of Nietzsche*s — aarathustra® s 
teaching has been developed in tiic first tziree parts and in 
the fourth part he plans to return to the question of dara- 
thustra and present-day man. he is waiting for fishes, far 
the human b rings who beca.*s fish, for non who wouldn't have 
ocen following the quest of present-day nan, men who cannot 
possibly be yet super. There are altogether nine individuals 
who come up. The first is a soothsayer in the second speech 
who announces to Zorathustra the cry of distress of the hi^icr 
ran, of the superior wan. The soothsayer is always a oziuger 
of bad news os we know from earlier occasions,. After the 
soothsayer two kings cone who are radically displeased with 
modern life, being kings* . . and they also seek the higher 
man. 


liow our special problems come in the- next speech on the 
leech, to which we will turn immediately, and let us first 
read on page 368, paragraph 3 , following„ 

"I an- the conscientious in spirit, replies the man." 

' Yes, we have heart of thi 3 conscientious of tlie spirit 
e‘ * « of ttic spirit, before. You will recognize thato Go on 0 

(Header too far off microphone). 

In other worts, he was his own leech — that means — 
his own leech — therefore it is called the leech* How, 
that means the man of science, in the highest sense of -the 
tern in Nietzsche 9 8 opinion. The man who is absolutely; 
dedicated to Idle truth, to scientific truth, and that means 
to truth for its. own sake, the truth which has.no attraction 
whatever except that it Is the truth, the ugly truth, the 
non=ed±£ying. And its inspiration is intellectual honesty 
at all costs. This is, as Nietzsche also says in other 

of tills, in a way the highest of which man of 
the nin eteen th century is capable;, Complete lack of any 
outlook, of’any hope, of any prospect except as 

tiie greatest sacrifice, not a certain sacrifice but the sac¬ 
rifice of every feeling, of every pf the heart, to 

do that. It is. an old theoretical idea tiiat the Jews to — 
an absolute meaning of it — there is no longer ary question 
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knowledge 

of tue V' of the whole, however deprcssiui; it a ay oe? Gen¬ 
erally ^ speaking, we can aay the tradition, the philosophic 
tradition consisted of an idealistic tradition, tne teaching 
of which v?as manifestly edifying? And tiien tncre was an en¬ 
tirely idealistic tradition: the materialistic tradition of 
classical antiquity, which is : manifestly unedifying, but wliich 
presented itself as edifying insofar as it liberated man from 
superstitious fears* T.xat was the epicurean tradition? The 
greatest document of that id Lucretius® poen. On The Nature 
Things ? If one reads Lucretius more carefully onesecs 
that tliis promise of Hucrution from fours is only a provisional 
rcca.moudation? The demand i3, in one respect, comparable 
to that of the nineteenth century,., of tliis nan of intellectual 
honesty. One must learn? The only true liberation consists 
in seeing the truth in its terrible character , but nothing to 
which v;t: can oe attached, which ue can love, can be eternal 0 
Ihiat Is eternal are the,.'atoms and the void and Lucretius* 
poetry said rSTrea^ay by presenting at the beginning of his 
poea nature in its pleasing aspect: generation, lovcj begins 
to approach approach the topic of Venus* Si the end is the 
description of tiie plague: nature in all its horrors* And 
the education wiiich the. reader is supposed to undergo while 
studying it is tiiat it accepts the plague and all the horrors 
and greater ones than the plague: I ; icon, the infinite eternity 
of atoms and tne void with ?' Jut in this nineteenth 

century sense of science unich Iiiutzsche describes hero, tiiere 
as infinitely less science than in Lucretius* poera? There 
is no view of the uholb anymore* The of toe leech: 

that* s all; and he knous everything aoout it, r»e can wi.be 
uhat they call the definitive book or the definitive article 
on the of the leech* And the absurdity, of course, 

is this: tiiat by the very nature of this kind of scientific 
study, definitiveness is altogctimer Impossible? he has a small 
island of knowledge surrounded, as it would oe, by tac black 
and dark eternity* hut the blacic and dark universe, of course, 
affoct3 the life which he has on tne small sphere? Any change, 
any in human knowledge will relativize what he is- ! 

a^ge»e» » • • -V of the leech. And 

that means the great heroism involved in this dedication? 

One can, of course, look at the same the same thing some¬ 
what differently, but perhaps also somewhat more superficially? 

X don*t know if you remember Sinclair Lewis* Arrovsmith, which 
was one of the few presentations of the scientist as a human 
problem in modern literature* And there you have also the 
real specialist — in other language, a medical wap who 

an extremely limited problem to which he dedicates 
' V f > .fi t'j. while excluding everything else? 

And his whole human life — that is, especially his relation 
to woman and and other human relations deeply burned 

up This process and the man lives entirely for nothing but the 
quest of truth in this really limited sense which can therefore 
no longer have any human meaning? It must be for its own sake 
alone? 
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The next «*> we come oaci< to the question ox science later 
on,, Uietzsche win take up the subject again in this part* 

IJexfc we read the magician* The magician «• he is a nan who 
pretends to be re 3 igious 0 In other words, just the opposite 
of the nan of intellectual honesty, who pretends to suffer 
fron God 8 s cruel and savage attack on him* The suffering 
consists in the ’act that this is not sinp3y edifying and 
pleasing and reopening knowledge, out precisely tho terror 
of religion and ne opens hinself to the terror of religion, 
and accents not: a very long problem (airplane goes by). . . „ 
but we read onV page 368, paragraph 1 to 2* 

(header i; audible ) 0 

* * * In ether wards, ibiat the leech is is ployed in 
pseudo*=religioiE garb by tho magician* he is, we can ni R n 
say, the poet v.Uo has lost liis naivete and would wish to be 
a hot 10 religiose, a religious nano iiietzsche lias thought, 
without an/ question, of iiichard iJiignor in his writings on 
the question© how, then the next of the higiier lien is the 
last Pope, in ihis chapter. The 0 The last Pope seeks 

barathuatra it the most pious a iong those who do not believe 
in Godo Then the next of these uighcr men is the ugliest man* 

The ugliest an is the i:iurderer of God a lie is afraid, not of 
persecution* orb of compassion and pity, and this fear of com¬ 
passion and pity is the motive of his terrible deeds the end 
of page 373 j paragraph — page 377 , paragraph 3 o (Corrected hi:lself)* 

(deadm inaudible) * How turn to page 378* paragraph ho 
(header '-ontinueSi inaudible ) 3 

: bw, one can perhaps st-ite this thought as follows* If 
tner-* is a simpiy perfect being, man ravels himself neces¬ 
sarily as imperfect and he stands naked in his imperfection 
before Godo He cannot be proud* Human existence cannot be 
Inner<> This is the problem of rebellion* It is rebellion 
in the action of the ugliest nan because it is an act of re® 
trenjge and revenge degrades* Hut — and therefore Zarathu3tra 
is ‘'not t:re ugliest uai according to llietzsche — since tlic 
positing of God is itself an act of tue spirit of revenge, 
tlie action of the ugliest man is the revenge on tlic spirit 
of revenge* It is therefore an imperfect form of Zarathustra 8 s 
ouii leech* Tire next higher man is tire voluntary beggar* This 
is a parody on tlic * The voluntary 

beggar presents the cows as models for nan* You roay remember 
tire speech on the of virtue at tire beginning of 

barathustra i:here sleep is presented as the end of virtue and 
t..cre is also a very reference to ecus* liou tliis speech 

on the voluntary beggar is also a travesty on barathnstra 8 3 
return to s'b * t> out for Zarathu$tra the place of tire cows 
is taken by the eagle sure the serpent* Then we come to the 
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shadow* that means tne shadow or Zar&tliustra, and liiia is the 
niliilisto (Airplane passes), . . , «.e read only one section 
on page 386, paragraph two, 

(Header inaudible). 


Tills and the followin'; speech are the centers of the fburth 
part of Zarathustra. This follows i.ixdiately tiie section 
on hihilisa, as you can see, and this theme on noon is also, 
in a way, a description of bhe solution, as seen at noon whore 
Zcrauhustra is almost prepared to sleep because the world has 
become perfect just now, /i strange tranquil goes over. No 
activity teyond activity of the will, (Airplane passes). 
,e,o That is to say, he insists upon denying tiiat the world 
has how bee ax perfect. His will is directed not to tills 
t. e natural noon of every day, especially of 'every summer day, 
um, to the great noon in the. fixture. In accordance with that 
is tne next speech, Zarati.uatra hears again, in the moment 
w.iere lie begins to regard the world as perfect, he hears n 
the cry of distress, of the higher rum, Th±3 time the cry 
comes from his cave 0 It is a common cry of all his visitors* 
the higher men. Zarathustra tells taem that he is waiting 
for men superior to them. These highest rien at this tine are 
not tiie oridge to the sup< r iano The speech on tlx last su-jper 
wliich follows mediatelyj which is «*— we read here only one 
passage, on page 39 7 , par.-graphs 3 and U. 

(deader inaudible). 

let us stqx here, Hiis will raise a certain difficulty, 
der.ierjbfer we read on an eirlier occasion a passage* The bJay 
does not exist. The way does not exist but at the end of tiie 
speech of the qpirit of r/avity. This is iqy way* what is 
yours? I answered th<>se who asked me for that ways the 
txay^ for tiie way does not exist. Now here ire have a somewhat 
different statement. Zarcihustra 9 s love. ... It is not ms rely 
for him; it is for him and those who are his life. His love 
is not a love for everyone. This also lias to be considered 
for the understanding of Uic title of the whole work, a book 
for all and no one. Now -his love of Zarathustra toward which 
ho*s striving is not a lo.e for allj his love is nob for every- 
otx, .Jua how can this be recognised, incidentally? How can 
tiie love of Zarathustra <nly be for some, and yet, for Zara- 
thustra, it would be a love far all? How can wc reconcile 
t:ds? (Student answers, inaudibly). Yes, but still, if it 
is meant only for some, iow can we nan it a love for all? 
(Inaudible answer). Yes* but still he says in book four, *~nj , 
and in a way it is addressed to all men. Well, the others, 
btiose who do not belong tx him, who cannot accept his love, 
are also given advice as to waat they should do. in some cases 
advice to commit suicide: very extreme, for some. Now the 
next speech of high 6 !* nan, tiiat is Zarathustra? s 
on tiie occasion of the last supper, l«e' have no time to discuss 
that. The next three speeches are, for us, especially impan» 
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tant* tlie sorcof uealoncholy, of science, and,-.the J--'; 
or tr.ie i %'<? i i „ These Torn a unit, among themselves cixi 
tne speeen of science is the center. In a way, science is 
tae problem for him. How let us — I mention only the most 
ooviously important points, 

Zarathustra is dissatisfied with his superior ioen 0 He 
escapes fron the cave into fresh air. In Zarathustraps absence 
the old magician sings his song of mealoncholy. It is an ex- 
pression of sheer despair and here there occurs the formula, 
page HID, paragraph two, beginning, (xieader reads one sentence). 
Ana let us turn, then, to the bottom of page 1*12, 

,2 Iom wc - it is not difficult to understand hoi/ 

^ one ascribe this to Zarathustra or to Nietzsche 
+ **!«!**£ thinJc o£ the problem of objective and subjective 

truth* by virtue of the conditioning, i/hich is subjective truth, 
, is / X l a w ay separated forever from conjecture, and therefore 

Uiirplane passes), , , . This speech is made partly in 
? ra X-^ufl tra 9 s absence. The man of science is discussed by 
this insincere, clever magician's song of mealoncholy. But 
then, YJhile tho scientist develops his view, Zarathustra re¬ 
appears, and replies to the man of science. The man of science 
v/as the only one who was completely unimpressed by the magician's 
congj say, for example, by Richard Wagner, but you can replace 
him by any other fiWe of the same kind. How what the scien- 
tist says about hia science* you remember the speech about 
the leech. You know, the specialist of the leech < 

- V* ^ sole inspiration Is intellectual honesty ' J 

' ' StccL all possibilities of hope and edification. How 

this is presented here from a somewhat different point of view, 
on page hilt, paragraph two, 

(Header inaudible). 

Dp you understand that? Although it«a real, it seems to 
06 J 1 ? h® i^pooaible. Host not what is the real or actual neces- 
aarUy be possible? What does Nietssche deny with this seem- 
Well, obviously he does not mean logical ia- 
poeaa. la.11 ty. (Airplane passes), . 
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(Reader inaudible). 


Tea. That is the version of the scientist, what science 
ueana* the nost individualised fear, but it is no longer fear 
° £ J??*. 1 beaoto QU °b — you nay not even perhaps be 

but thero is fear of in t e l l ect ual uncertainty. The essence 
of science is certainty, concern with certainty, with support, 
co utrcCU That science seems to be greatly different f*oa 
what we said originally about science as animated by the spirit 
of intellectual honesty. It seems to be something entirely 
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different* We must see how this is worked out* Hew let us 
first see Zarathustra ( s reply: ’’Thus spoke the conscientious 
man,” 

(Re aderilnaudible) * 

Let us stop here* So you see, the expectation frem the 
earlier speech would be that this i- th; essence of silence; 
the. spirit of courage, of daring, and not concern with certain¬ 
ty. But this answer is not given. The answer given is that 
this do-ritualized a dr t n n o i ac w ,~u 7 e. Zarathustra. Science 
replaced by Zarathustra. ' j llcw, what does this mean? Science 
is impersonal. It is meant to arrive at truth valid 

for all menj universally valid* Zarathustra is an individual. 

How must the truth be understood if it becomes incarnate, as 
it were, even as distinguished frem the anonymity 

of a thing called science. Yet, this is not so personal 

• The truth in the highest sense, the 
elusive truth, belongs to the individual creative contenpla- * - 
t&r so this truth is in a sense Zarathustra 1 s truth and not 
the truth, simply, 

Zarathustra wants to leave the cave again, but he is kept 
back by the wanderer, Zarathustra* s shadow; that is to say, rn cny 

, tK ftjJiWis.n . //lea nlc TC- * The next speech, cC ^'cr tcfi'jj &rywut 7< 

c.CS The relation is this. In the magician*a song of meal- J 

encholy Zarathustra is altogether absent. When the scientist 
makes his speech, Zarathustra is partly present* At the nihil¬ 
ist *3 speech or song, he is completely present. That indicates 
the relative nearness ©f emotiezis of these three kinds of men 
to Zarathustra* Now, we cannot read this poem — if it is 
a poem, if it deserves to be called a peon — we read only 
the speech, the verse, with which it begins, an page UO h — ( ?) 
the second paragraph, the second section of that speech* 

(Reader inaudible). Yes, let us stop here* The king- 
is fighting. New what does it mean, this fj re ^ r K Cr ri-.i 
of the wilderness? That is not explained here, anywhere, but 
it should be perfectly clear by new* What could this 
c] ro tv'/ a wilderness possibly mean? I*m surprised: after 
all, it is the song of the nihilist. * « * (Student answers: 

"The growth of knowledge"). Yes, of the nihilist, the growth, 
of nihilism, the growth of despair, which, of course, can very 
well grow together with the growth of certain delusions. You 
know that book contradictory, of course: the 

devastation of man is increasing, but then he says this devas¬ 
tation is terriblp only to those who harbor themselves, not 
to the self-complacent. TJjcy simply don*t notice anything* 
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different* We i;mst see how this is worked out* how, let us 
first sec Zarathustra 9 3 reply? "Thus spoke the conscientious 

i;ia.n 0 " 


(header inaudible)* 

Let us stop iiere 0 do you see, tae expectation from the 
earlier speech would be that this is the essence of science? 
t.ie spirit of courage, of daring, and not concern with certain¬ 
ty* .Jut this answer is not given* The answer given is that 
this de-ritualized ^ ai e<?u : c j ; Zarathustra* Science 

replaced by Zarathustra* y lJow, what does this mean? Science 
is impersonal. It is meant to arrive at truth valid 

for all men; universally valid* Zarathustra is an individual* 

Hot; must tie truth be understood if it becomes incarnate, as 
it were, even as distinguished from the anonymity 

of a thing called science* Yet, this is not so personal 

0 The truth in the highest sense, the 
elusive truth, belongs to the individual creative contmpla- 
tor so this truth is in a sense Zarathustra 9 s truth and not 
trie truth, simply* 

Zarathustra wants to leave the cave again, but he is kept 
ba^k by the wanderer, Zarathu5tra®s 3liadow; that is to say, 
r t .. j . ' - r<: r;<t • Thu next speech,***' 1 ^ 

0 ■ *’'«*••'*» *** Tlic relation is this* In the magician*s song of meal- 

onelibly Zarathustra is altogetlier absent* Wnen the scientist 
makes Ids speech, Zarathustra is partly present* At the nihil¬ 
ist® s speech or song, he is completely present* 'i’lnit indicates 
tiie relative nearness of emotions of these tiiree kinds of r*n 
to Zarathustra* Now, vie cannot read this poem — if it is 
a poem, if it deserves to be called a poem — we read only 
the speech, the verse, with which it begins, on page UOi? — (?) 
the second paragraph, the second section of that speech* 

(Loader inaudible)* Yes, let us stop here* The 
is fighting* How what does it mean, this growH» #t da-sern 
of the wilderness? Tnat is not explained here, anywhere, but 
it should be perfectly clear by now* What could this 
Qro wilderness possibly mean? I®m surprised? after 

i’t is tiie song of tiie nihilist* 0 * * (Student answers? 

"The growth of knowledge")* Yes, of the nihilist, the growth 
of nihilism, tiie growth of despair, uhich, of course, can very 
well grow together with the growth of certain delusions* You 
know that book contradictory, of course? the 

devastation of r.ian is increasing, but then he says this devas¬ 
tation is terrible only-to those who harbor themselves, not 
to the 3 elf-ccmplacenti They simply don 9 t notice anything* 
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That is the theme« dut if this terrible theme of the future 
of -ian, especially of the nan, io treated with utmost 

here. Let us see only on page LlO, paragraph one. 


(Reader inaudible). On page 1*21, paragraph two. second 
half. (Reader inaudible). 

Do you see the allusion in the last sentence? Do you 
remember that? (Student answers inaudibly). 

Dow, if we begin first with this. There are two refer¬ 
ences to Europe. Europe is a continent of doubt and a oontin- 
ent of moral indignation, of moralists. Tills fits in with 
what was said before. The intellectual honesty of the leech 
is the unit of doubt and morals. Tile moralists is honest. 

The doubt, an indication of tlieae high ' of truth 

which has no attraction other than that of truth. Now the 
story lie re, in that speech, is this European, this 
p»i-i ofeatiia, in the A+V>t*« desert", confronted.with a continent 
completely free from doubt and maraliaas that's the idea, 
ihere are two girls in the desert and thess girls are presen¬ 
ted as particularly free from morality and doubt. But these 
two girls, , and they stand thei*e insufficiently 

dressed and some remarks about their legs, but even that is 
not satisfactory because one leg is not visible; she is a danc¬ 
ing girl; but then closer inspection shows that one leg is 
because an inhabitant of the desert, a lien, had 
Vi bbiz-d it away. In other words, even this comforts to see 
some teings free freu European diseases and European d^p p^ r 
is rtpt'icc.A. because of this unfortunate action of the lion. 

The nihilist presents his theme of despair in a spirit of i i ail ? 

and these gsfesfes of the desert, they are a"' 1 '—- 
kind of caricature of that which Europe needs and by which 
it could .be redeemed* the superman, Dow the book does not 
ririJb here by any means. In the sequel, the awakening and 
tl» donkey"8 feasts what happens is this. In Zarathustra 9 ® 

ab se nce, all the higher men worship the donkey as a God, And 
then they, of coarse, also have breached relations. The donkey 
-- his sound is in German. X repeat it , transcribed* the sounds 
of animals differ in different languages a little and in 
it is said to be X — AH, which can ba read “yah,* I mean. Yea. 

So the donkey, as it were, yea-«sayer, is again a comical pre¬ 
figuration of the true Yes of eternal return. Dow this much 
about, this fourth part of Zarathustra we do nob have the tine 
- ^ it is ftlflo noli oec®98av7 for our pozposes to 

go into this other teaching* How, I would lik» qov first to 
give you all a summary and then we will have the discussion. 

I spoke last time of the relation of to 

and X remind you of only one point here. Ultimately, the op¬ 
position of Hietasche to Socrtfias turns around the Socratic 
or Platonic thesis, that the highest fora of awareness is 
mental perception of ideas, of unchanging things. The whole 
or rationalian, f*oa Socrates on until tfee nineteenth century 
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haa trutn in its vision. Lietzuciio tries to uproot Socratism, 
rccionalian, in all its forms 3 and that means, in a way, a 
return to human thought as it uao prior to Socrates, or it 
means a return to pre-Socr.itic thought,, Tiic pre-Socratics 
iirc a number of thinlccrs, or Creek thinkers, prior to Socrates. 
And there is especially one of the create at importance to 
Nietzsche, and that was Heraclitus* One can simply state the 
doctrine of Nietzsche in a simplified way as follows: why did 
ue not simply accept the teaching of ileraclitus, of wiiich his 
to know only throu-n but that was not 

the reason why Nietzsche deviated fra* Heraclitus. I mentioned 
■oiiis on a former occasion: Nietzsche had two reservations ag- 
ainst Her a c lit us. First, Heraclitus too distrusted the senses, 
against which Nietzsche says the senses do not deceive ua 0 
And the second reason# that Ileraclitus as well as all other 
philosophers did not think historically. They lacked the his¬ 
torical conscience. To summarize these two points, Ileraclitus 
too made the distinction between the true world and the appar* 
errt ’/orId.. The apparent world is the sensibly perceived world 
interpreted in the light of an authoritative opinion, in the 
light of a n a.io, a convention, a merely himun creation. Ag¬ 
ainst this, Nietzsche asserts the apparent world, that is to 
say, valueless .nature interpreted by human creation, is the 
true world. The true world has to be abolished in Nietzsche 15 s 
sweeping formula. One can describe this step of Nietzsche 
as follows: that nature is completely replaced or at least 
overlapped by history. This is the"meaning of historic- 
al consciousness, but fiietzsche cannot leave it' at this a nd 
this i 3 the great difficulty. 

But to coxae back to the previous formulation. The appar¬ 
ent world is the valueless nature interpreted by human crea¬ 
tion, and this is the true world. From this, there follows 
the famous formula, Nietzsche , loyalty to the earth 

to ba entirely at home in the world, this sensible world. 

There is no without; any without of the human world, the world 
that concerns us, the uorld in which we live, leads into the 
mere void. The t h i n gs are what they are as experienced by 
nan in his f illne ss, and not merely by merely.perceiving -t 
caapraroising man. The things are what they are as experienced 
by creative man. 

I will explain this, partly repeating remarks I have made 
earlier. The question concerns, we can say, the thing, arything. 
The most elaborate analysis of the thing is the Aristotelian 
analysis, of which I mention here only the most fundamental 
one. Everything is covered by the f act that it is a "g 
possessing quality. The table is round but the roundness is 
not the thing; it is only a quality of it. The table is tie 
bearer of this quality, but we use the traditional terra, the 
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substance* I jew the'- question concerns the different stages 
of the quality, Somebocty' night say the tabic is roup*’, anri 
the t able is good* These two qualities, rtuzsi and good, have 
entirely different stages, according to Aristotle, its round*, 
ness belongs to the table; its goodness is essentially rela¬ 
tive to setae thing different from the table; obviously, in 
case, to man, or even t o a specific man, A table for a r»M>i 
would be loner, far example, But tnere is another point which 
we riust not forget. When I say of a dog, for example r it is 
complete, entire* whole, perfect, I mean the dog as it is in 
itself. There is no relativity to man implied in that. So 
not every "good 1 * is relative to man. There is a goodness, 
a perfection in the things themselves© For example, a cer— 
tain dog is b l i n d, lie 1ms this privation, this defect. This 
belongs to this particular dog as much, of course, as its 
color so a certain kind of goodness or perfection or beauty 
belongs to the thing as much as the merely sensitive quality 
and a great deal more. There is another kind of quality o£ 
which we usually forget but which we do nob quite forget, in 
a thanks to anthropology, us one of the fntxi*Js of anbhro- 
P°loa>-a1ki that is tne quality of which I give this example 
—•J&n sorry I®n so unimaginative that I always give examples 
— the sacred cow. The cow is wldte; the cow is fe¬ 
male; the cox: is healthy; the cow is ten years old eg» whatever 
it may be. These are all qualities which belong to the caw, 
ihen there is a certain reference to usefulness, which is or¬ 
dinarily uhen we say the ccw is good and have it in not 
its state of tlie body, its entireness, but it®a good with a 
view to its goodness in milk and sc on. This is relative to 
nan because „ Jut what about its station 

as viewed by the Hindus, for example© Aristotle would say 
tliat is entirely alien tc the cow itself. It is imputed or 
ascribed to the cow on the basis of a nemos, of a convention, 
of a law, of a merely human creation© 

This was, sufficiently for our present purposes, the most 
elaborate classi c al doctrine of the thing. How was radic¬ 
ally modified at the beginning of modern times and that af¬ 
fects us up to the present day, and that was the distinction 
between the primary and the secondary qualities. And »->h -«» 
meant that all qualities other than extension and solidity 
are merely subjective. The table in itself is nob round, 

Tliat is only relative to our organisation of our human senses 0 
But when it itself has a certain weight, a certain measurement, 
and so on ag a in, they are objective. So, in a way that leads 
to a dissolution of the thing. It becomes something a 
parcel of matter, however matter might be analysed into mol¬ 
ecules, atcua, and so an. But here, in the process of 
modern development, the following difficulty arose* that the 
primary qualities themselves proved to be, in a different way 
than the secondary qualities, the sensible way, to be subjective* 
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In the pre3ent*-day language, the thing, as distinct from the 
sensitive quality, is a logical construct, and all the conp=» 
tents of science, like atoms and so on, have, of course, 
logical constructs* By virtue of this, the tiling evaporates 
completely,, On the contrary, the valid 

is created tiiat the only thing which is not wan made entirely 
care the were sensations* . 'i'hey are given, but wnat we make 
of it by interpreting them in terms of tilings’ and qualities 
is logical construction , The thing 

evaporates unless we cease to regard suen activity or creative 
ity, human creativity, as entirely alien to the thing* And 
if we take this crucial step we arrive at the conclusion that 
it is precisely the fullest and the richest subjectivity which 
constitutes the thing in its fullness* It is only a very poor 
creativity and subjectivity which goes into constituting the 
thing as merely perceived things the table or whatever it may 
be* 


As a consequence of that, such qualities as the gracious-* 
ness of the dew, the majestic character of the river, 
these qualities which we apply to things, and especially the 
poets apply to things, are as real os the qualities which we 
ascribe to them in a merely cognitive detachment* If I say 
there is as much subjectivity involved in tie merely cog¬ 
nitive things then, in this fullest sense, only, and even 
then there is no reason why we should leave it as a most im¬ 
poverished subjectivity and not subjectivity* 

This may work very well up to a certain point* * * * We may 
be able to restore to the thing in its fullness even much 
beyond what Aristotle himself did* For example, Aristotle 
would absolutely deny that these poetically described quali¬ 
ties belonged to the thing itself . What he ascribed to the 
thing affectedly — when we are affected by the thiyi g and 
not really detached fraa it — did not belong to the thing 
in Aristotle>s sense* 



C "—one* mb go much beyond Aristotle and when we come 

much closer to IttmtasslNMs understanding of things in pro- 
t . s ci e ntific life* But there is am absolute limit to this 
*\ o We Can never arrive again at the sacredness of 

the com* Yon.know, the cow may affect us in infinitely many 
ways very deeply, but it oan never affect us in the way that 
we regard it as sacred* Tbs is thins the problm 

of history remains* The problem of the historical variety 
of human creation* In otter words, the variety of historical 
worlds, as distinguished from the one world in which we live, 
is whi c h all humane live* In the world of the Hindus the cow 
is sacred, and its saoredness belongs as mash to the ' cow as 
its w hiteness or any other (polity, bub not in other histor¬ 
ical worlds* All knowledge, as Nietsscteos formula, is 
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In the pre3ent-day language, the thing,, as distinct from the 
sensitive quality, is a logical construct, and all the con¬ 
tents of science, like atoms and so on, hove, of course, 
logical constructs* By virtue of this, the thing evaporates 
completely* On tiie contrary, the valid 

is created tiiat the only tiling which is not man wade entirely 
are the mere sensations* 'i’hey are given, out wnat we make 
of it by interpreting them in terr.ia of things and qualities 
is logical construction • The tiling 

evaporates unless xre cease to regard such activity or creativ¬ 
ity, human creativity, as entirely alien to the thing* And 
if we take this crucial step we arrive at the conclusion that 
it is precisely the fullest and the richest subjectivity which 
constitutes the thing in Its fullness* It is only a very poor 
creativity and subjectivity which goes into constituting the 
thing as merely perceived tiling: the table or wliatever it nay 
be. 

• j 

As a consequence of that, such qualities as the gracious- 
ness of the dear, the majestic character of the river, a*n 
these qualities which we apply to -things, and especially the 
poets apply to things, are as real as the qualities which we 
ascribe to them in a merely cognitive detachment* If I say 
there is as much subjectivity involved in tlie merely cog¬ 
nitive things then, in this fullest sense, only, and even 
then there is no reason why we should leave it as a most im¬ 
poverished subjectivity and not subjectivity* 

This may work very well up to a certain point* * * * We nay 
be able to restore to the Idling in its fullness even much 
beyond what Aristotle himself did* Far example, Aristotle 
would absolutely deny that these poetically described quali¬ 
ties belonged to the thing itself* What he ascribed to the 
tiling affectedly — when we are affected by the thing and 
not really detached from it — did not belong to the thing 
in Aristotle 0 a sense. 
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"—-Bukjjncejje go much beyond Aristotle and when we come 
much closer to fttH&gaaWgag understanding of things in pre¬ 
sc ient ! f ic life* But there is one absolute limit to this 


* We Can never arrive again at the sacredness of 
the cow* You know, the cow may affect us in infinitely many 
ways very deeply, but it can never affect us in the way that 
we regard it as sacred* The is this: the problem 

of history remains* The problem of the historical variety 
of human creation* In other words, the variety of historical 
worlds, as distinguished from the one world in which we live, 
in which all humans live* In the world of the Hindus the cow 


is sacred, and its sacredness belongs as much to the - cow as 
its whiteness or any other quality, but not in other histor¬ 
ical worlds* All knowledge, aa Nietzsche fl 8 formula, is 
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is perspective and the highest form of that perspectivity 
nost interesting form, at any rate, is the historical 
perspective, ty, tnat men indifferent historical worlds con- 

° x ^ hi ?6 /s in radically different ways. The consequence 
is historical relativism, ni h ilis m in tlie sense that nothing 
is true because on the highest level nothing is true and tM* 
absence of truth on the highest level casts its shadow on 
Jiaited truta which c«mon sense would naturally inpose upon 
+^+v, TIlC T\ d f ad ? r lJhich Nietssche speaks is objective 

111 i. 1 * 8 ?* *5° 8tartin £ point of Nietzsche, 
tills ni h i l i a a, as most clearly revealed in historical relative 
iaa°AH values, all categories of understanding and idenfci- 
iff are historically variable and owe their validity 
entirely to man«s creative act, not to themselves. 

(Ch^e^UT aeain tbjLa ajtapl ° fonaula which I„ . c o 

fiead the modem social scientists or modem M 
— °ur point of view is not relative to a specific htananitsy 
and therefore cannot be relative. But that, of course, is 
not posited among them and no one thought that them has 
in Nietzsche. Nietzsche tried to overcome by a new 

j 2 *^ a rf°np but this new creation had to be in hgrp»o ny with 
intellectual honesty. Intellectual honesty was a necessary. 

?° t ^ a su f fl cient condition. Intellectual honesty neai» 
not to deqy tne deadly truth of nihilism, but to ornate on 
the basis of it. Now one formula is this* the ^ 

between the knower and the noble man. It means this. The 

if You cannot possibly leave it 

at that. You must interpret it, and there are 

only two ways of interpreting it* either it*s understood base- 
w else nobly. Basely means uncreatively, and nobly means 
^ interpretation, thb uncreatiw inter¬ 
pretation, is really the self in nihiliaa, whether 

it la mare ve don't know. Nietzsche »s creaUon eatresses 
itself in the doctrines of the will to power and rternal re- 
cSS this doctrine, or complex of doctrines, 

ccues first to si^it as relative to the most coimrehensive 
*5® tanrth * measured by all known perspec- 
hietzsciie claims his perspective takes in everything 

and tl^f£T£ ^c^he^ef ** per3pectiw8 

to .ggttzr ** 12XZ&Z* 

respect taere was nothing provisional about his doctrine of 

decisive re0 P ec t, his doctrine was final, 
and tnis finality is expressed in the formula, "God is dead.” 
in the most important respect man has radically changed. 



Nietzsche's ijcrspcctive must tiave been the final perspective 
caul tido can also be explained as follows, The doctrine of 
the will to powero « , o is primarily an attempt to understand 
history 0 The doctrine of the will to power is an attempt to 
state particularly the ground of historical knowledge, the 
ground of history, fills ground is found in human creativity 
and we can provisionally say will to power is primarily human 
creativityo Nietzsche 8 s doctrine of the will to power is, 
then, the self-consciousness of human creativity and with 
good reason, final. Up to now men created all views, all 
now existence, without knowing it. They regarded them as 
given, as objectively valid. But now it is realized that 
these were all human creations 0 And so Nietzsche's creation 
is one made the cause in knowing what 

ho has done, knowing that lie was not simply finding something 
different but putting his imprint on the judgment, 

Now as self-consciousness os the ground of history, 
Nietzsche's doctrine scorns to be purely contemplative, look¬ 
ing at creativity os completed, and that Is the situation in 
Hegel's doctrine, Ih Hegel's doctrine it is not meant to be 
creative, but only the final consciousness of creation, 
Nietzsche rather said, of this self-conscious ness 

of creativity as the ground of history accompanies the fMnni 
creative act, Nietzsc h e*s self-consciousness of creativity 
is understood by him somehow as itself creative. There 
is a of t hi s argument, if you can call it that way, 

in uliich the simplest or the best expressions of how Nietzsche 
used the truth would be to say the truth appears to in - 
an enitfiuatic vision or creative conteEplatdan, There is a 
k i n s hip here between Nietzsche's understanding of philosophic 
truth and poetry and his awareness is underlying this song 
of mealoneholy in the fourth part of the harathustra, This 
doubt, even if it is not mere poetry, hasn't anything to do 
with that being the truth which is philosophy as distinct from 
poetry. Nietzsche called himself the poet of the Zarathustra 
incidentally, 

New tho transition fra* the second to the third step — 
the first step I meant the most comprehensive perspective 
hitherto; tho second step, the final perspective, and the tliird 
enigmatic vision. The transition from tin second step, the 
final creation, to the third, enigmatic vision, corresponds 
t6 the transition fron will to acceptance. Will belongs to 
whatever is creation; will to tine future, to history. And 
acceptance belongs together with trie eternal return and this 
paradoxical re—assertion of nature as comprehending historic 
history within itself. The affirmation of nature* that is 
c which Nietzsche is tending. That means in somewhat 
more practical terms there is no possibility of an infinite 
pu sh i ng bade of the nature limit to human expression by Marx. 
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There are absolute Units, assignable lir.&ts to what inen can 
sensioly idsh to do with regard to nature and especially 
own natureo One example is what Nietzsche understands by the 
natural relation of - the two sexeso Host inportantly, the natural 
hierarchy of rien,.which means there is a need for all kinds 
of iien, however defective, low or base 0 No redemption of tie 
wiiole huiiian race, no transfomation of every human beingo 
Again, in opposition to Kane, no reala of freedom because the 
realn of freedom in the IlarxLan sense means, of course, a trans¬ 
formation of every human being and in a way, tlie redemption 
of every human being 0 

Krcu this point of view, llletzsche looking at the modem 
development, especially in durope, demanded a restoration of 
tlio natural hierarchy and the formula for that was, as we have 
seen in Zarathustra, a new nobility over against the caning 
democracy,, Nietzsche was not for one moment received by the 
powers of the HoehenzoUem monarchy in (ienaony, for exaumle', 
whereas the London Times wrote in 1898, I happen to know, after 
the death of Bismarck, tliat however uncertain the future may 
be one tiling can safely be said* the Work of Bismarck will 
last, except that twenty years later the work of Bisaarck had 
boen completely destroyed or practically completely destroyed 
and that is incidentally a good example of what political 
foresi^it weans in practice should be 

impressed by any foresight 0 

At any rate, hietzsche saw that this will not last and 
ultimately socialism would come and he saw the only hope in 
a new nobility which would no longer be national but the ru¬ 
lers of the planet and the notion of the superman is 
to this political problem,, In very simplistic language, one 
part of liietz3che*s tendency regarding the superman is the 
looking out for planetary rulers, far men sufficiently large, 
sufficiently strong, sufficiently good, and sufficiently evil 
for being cannon planetary rulers 0 We cannot conceive for 
one moment the f ollowing fact regarding the political nwwTrtng 
of Nietzsche^s doctrine» Nietzsche, we can say, originated 
the atheism of the political righto Up to Nietzsche °s time 
the simple thing I believe is not considered* atheism was 
political, only an a theism of the left in the various commu¬ 
nist, so ciali st and radical democratic movements., . The right 
was conservative and therefore, whether sincerely or insincere¬ 
ly, theistiCo The alliance of Rome and was the for® 

mala for conservativism in the nineteenth century in Burcpe 0 

Now this atbeiaa of the right — the first famous conser¬ 
vative thinker in this situation to openly proclaim atheism 
was Nietzsche 8 s teacher, Schopenhauer „ But it is quite char- 
icteristicx Schopenhauer was merely a conservative an d wai-h 
is pooxrr than Schopenhauer 0 3 doctrine of politics 0 It 0 a a 
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very crude version of doctrine <> Schopenhauer was 

a conservative, which neons in practice tliat in 10U0 in the 
fawous revolution, democratic revolution which was then 
crushed, Schopenhauer, living in fcYankfurt-ara^larne, gave his 
class, or his three classes, to an Austrian battalion ccmraan- 
der so that he could more conveniently shoot at the democrats 
and he was entirely proud of ito That was the sole political 
action of Schopenhauer either in deed or in speech 0 

But Schopenhauer was politically non-existent<, Nietzsche 
created on the rig^it a political radicalism and let it be op— 
posed to the political radicalism of the extreme left, espec¬ 
ially the communists, and one cannot for one moment overlook 
the fact or minimize it, that Nietzsche 8 s doctrine was with a kind 
of inevita b i l i t y, corrupted into fascism* You could say that 
anyone who tries to understand this phenomenon does not fall 
back to Nietzsche 8 s nobler form (airplane passed)» » « * 

In making these remarks, I am loyal to the principles 
of interpretation of Nietzsche himself and aphorism six 
of Be yond Good and Bvil. the beginning, I read the following 
remarks* 


"Gradually I have cone to realize what every great phil¬ 
osophy up to now has been* the personal confession of its or- 
igLnatar at height of involuntary and unaware memories 0 Also, 
that the moral or amoral intentions of each philosophy consti¬ 
tute tiie protcplaaa from which each entire planet leaning, 
the whole systesyT has grown* Indeed, one will do well and 
prove it'if one wishes to explain to himself how on earth the 
mare remote metaphysical excursions of the philosopher over 
arose, to ask each time what sort of morality Ik he aiming 
at*" 


In a later passage, in aphorism 211, Nietzsche uses ti® 
expression. The" political (moral) So moral and political 
are, for Nietzsche, not separable in the last resort 0 Tbs re- 
fore, applying to Nietzsche his own principles of interpreta¬ 
tion, and therefore proceeding in a perfectly fair way, one 
most look at the perverse and by no means negligible sort of 
interpretation* what does Nietzsche*s doctrine, metaphys¬ 
ics, if you want to call it that, mean politically? But since 
you be infinitely more sensible, then you try to understand 
Nietzsche a s doctrine in psychological terms, although no one 5 
perhaps, was more guilty of popularizing the psychological 
expla nat ion of philosophic doctrines than Nietzsche himself 0 
And you know the character of these psychological interpreta¬ 
tions „ Nietzsche was a very sick man 0 He was very miserably 
sick and no women and so on and so an and that is taken as 



ISO 


a clue to his meditation* It is barely possible that certain 
otherwise wholly ir^plicobajai passages, symbols 

could be illuminated by reference to Nietzsche’s private life, 
Ihore are some points where I believe it is Impossible «— the 
significance of which are (airplane passes)* * • 0 but in the 
main we don’t know Nietzsche’s and it is, I would 

say, both more intelligent and more decent — somehow the two 
tilings are, I believe, are not in such a 
— to start from of natural and facts which 

are natters of ratiier than from (??)(Airplanes 

passing during these last remarks) 0 

I leave it at that — I could have some more points, but 
i leave it at that* Otherwise we will not have time for our 
discussion* Are-, t fie re some Questions w hi ch you would like 
to get® • « o (Airplanes continually passing)* 

(Inaudible question)* 

Ilic animals, the eagle and the serpent, are closer to 
Zarathuotra tiian way human being* * * * ;<hat does it rue an? 

It means tiiat his animals are already and eternally, so to 
speak, wiiat nan should only become. And that meant what man 
would become by becoming his true or in other words, 

would become by becoming reconciled with the doctrine of eter¬ 
nal return and iy the new . There is a formal parallel¬ 

isms I think I menti o ned this before, between the end of 

and that of Rousseau* You know, in Rousseau’s return 
to the state of nature sometimes Rousseau also uses very ex¬ 
treme remarks about the return to the state of nature* How, 
wnat lie Buys lie means is — of course, Rousseau knew tiiat we 
cannot make ourselves into stupid animals again — even if we 
tried we couldn’t and* * * * (airplane passing). What Rous¬ 
seau means and what Nietzsche too means is a return to na¬ 
ture from the of hmanity. This paradoxical formu¬ 

la is the only one which — and now of course the question 
arises why not — why a serpent and eagle 

and not a cow or a ran* Jut because (inaudible — off micro¬ 
phone)* 

(Inaudible question). 

Yes, but of course it presupposes tie tiiat there 

is a radical difference between nan and the beasts* And if 
this whole notion is confronted with the problem of its fu=> 
ture, the future of its species as man is concerned* That 
is one of the massive difficulties of Nietzsche’s doctrine: 
that on tlie one hand it denies and on the other hand- it as¬ 
serts all the time that there Is an essential difference be¬ 
tween iien and beasts* It’s always somehow connected with 



tho denial of tlie independent stages of the intellecto The 
Intellect an specifically liuiiian ig derivativep 

and if it is derivative, of course, derivative fron what? 

Fron trie sub-rational. 

(Inaudible question),, 

7es, out in tills sense surely, and that is what Ilietasche 
implies by will to power 0 The will to power . Bans creation 
and creation is, 6f course, the brother to nutation* 

There is sonething knew tliat could not be predicted on the 
basis of» . . . 

(Inaudible question). 


Yes, tout is a long. Ion*, story but when there is a ere® 
ative act by virtue of which the hunan species cane to be ai^ 
then we have — on toe basis of the existence of nun we 
have a series of creative acts, not successive necessarily, 
'out by virtue of which individual 

tribes., or nations created an image of goodness under which 
they lived* « « . And then there is a still later step in - 
which tiie creative tribe, the creative nation, is replaced 
by the creative indi vidu al and an important part of that is 
by virtue of which the nation beccues , ceases to 

be the highest unit. The whole human race, understood 

and the goal or ideal is now to be universale 
The ideal of the universal state according to this interpret 
tation is and now by virtue of this universal 

ideal the nation ceases to be and this gives the 

possibility of the liberafeien of the individual as individ¬ 
ual and then, therefore, in the post-Christian or even the 
Chris tian world, the individual creator becomes of 
importance. (Next portion off«*nicrqphone) 0 

Questions "Why is the doctrine of eternal return so 

necessary to ^Letzaebe? 

Well, we have discussed this. It is an absolutely neces® 
sexy and legitimate question, but I do not know whether I can 
now extend that and set forth really. ... K» if you start 
— I mean there are r® well, I will toy to answer this ques¬ 
tion superficial ly. Nietzsche 9 a doctrine of will to power 
and creativeness is at variance with what we understand by 
knowledge. Knowledge means to perceive /what is and not the 
groups stamp or imprint on mere matter. Now if this — and 
Nietzsche is compelled, in spite of everything he says about 
the creative activity* to combine to this receptive character 
of knowledge and therefore it can be in stages. Only 

one stage could be called creation, yes, but creative contest® 
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platlon. And so, if you think — and when there in an enig- 
untie vision, there the element of putting the iuprint seems 
to be wholly absent aixl only the 

Low if you start fron the assumption from which I believe 
one shouldn # t start but from which Nietzsche, in fact, star¬ 
ted, that tiie fundamental p he none non is the will to power, 
it becomes necessary to understand the phenomenon of more 
modification of the will to power 
but a modification of such a nature that the will to power 
putting the imprint on things, turns against itself, mean¬ 
ing prevents itself from putting tiie ir.iprinfc. how in the 
moot radical form that Would mean a transformation of the 
will to power as will into acceptance 0 Ilaw an acceptance 
as radical acceptance, infinite acceptance, means an infinite 
Yes to what is and was: eternal return. Vfoll, you can also 
start from nature• I.’ietzsche*3 vhole doctrine presupposes 
that there is such a thing as nature, not merely in the sense 
of an inarticulate, mere natter which is interpreted, artic¬ 
ulated by man, but, for example in this paragraph 57 of the 
Anti-Christ to which X have referred, there is by nature a 
hierarchy of men. hew, but again, if he starts fron will as 
the fundamental phenomenon, nature cannot be except as will * 
as a possible and 1 tliink again it is this 

which <* The other point I mentioned: the 

only thing about creation and meaning is this man, but there 
is a variety of human perspectives 4 tnerefore it comes down, 
ultimately, to this: that there must be a hierarchy of perspec¬ 
tives and Nietzsche, of course, adait3 that as part of that 
hierarchy. Lew, that means that this doctrine, the will to 
pouer and everyone with that — the origin of all articulation 
and meaning, and of true articulation and meaning, is Zarathu- 
stra 8 8 will, bvurythlngelse is conditioned by, dependent 
on this creative set. dut common sense tells us and told 
Nietzsche that this first cause — I use a Nietzschean term 
— one could have even mind — that this first cause 

is ooviously caused. This ultimate condition is obviously 
conditioned. How can this contradiction be avoided? If the 
co n diti on s of the condition are themselves the work of the 
condi t i o n in a theory on life that is a remarkable section 
on the I myself belong to the 

causes of my retu rn. I think if you trace it back to the 
fun da ment al problem you will always come to that, that cogni¬ 
tion, understanding, perception is regarded as derivative. 

It is very easy to transform Nietzsche 8 s thesis into such 
which are in no way paradoxical and 
call as trivial and elementary truth, you know, and their 
causes. What is knowledge? On the basis of the 

. It can only be a Amotion of the 
human organism and it must be understood as a function of tbs 
human organism. And what does this mean? Knowledge is der¬ 
ivative. Knowledge can only be understood in terms of the 
functi o n it has for human llfe 0 In a very papular view which 
is still usually honored, although it is slowly perhaps 

man needs science for living, or at least for living 
well, for survival on the lowest level. Today, that has al¬ 
most disappeared* ... But if this Justification of science 
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is ii.ipossiblfi, because if nan needs science for living or liv® 
ing well, then you have an objectively valid value judgments. 
Tnen you say, in effect, science is good and that can be dem® 
onstruted because laun needs science for living and for living 
well, Now, as you all know, today it is said there cannot 
he objectively valid value judgments and that means in the 
complete case it is impossible to prove tiiat man needs science 
Cor living or living well, Now, then, what then is trie mean® 
:lng of science? One way to answer the quest! chi is this* tiiat 
you can put ary construction on science as you please 0 It 
is a human activity which has built in rules of procedure and 
so on and so on, but —= better, it" has a function, but which 
function, that depends entirely on the actual case. The ques® 
tion of tire goodness of science cannot be answered. 

In other words, the only question which we can address 
ourselves to is the question of the criteria, of validity s£ 
scientific constructs, the logic of science. The psychological 
question regarding the genesis of statements, theories and so 
on, is of no importance, That is very common today — this 
viaw ®- but one cannot say it is ,a satisfactory account of 
what s cience is. It way be barely sufficient far intra®sci® 
entific, say for- intra-laboratory use. It is not sufficient 
for giving ah account of science as a human e It 

is a very strange things tii® plarsbethe sovereignty of reassn 
is still very frequently used, I Itave seen a book with the 
title. S overe ign ty of Iteason . , , but. one wonders wliat this 

sovereignty r.isahs Ilf reason, or science in particular, and 
logically the highest form of it, is unable to answer the 
question of its cam meaning. One can say tiiat this kind of 
difficulty which in this .particular fom are surely post® 
Siots3che, but still one can say nevertiieless, tiiat Kietzfsche 
begins to raise questions where it is fashionable. . „ 0 

(Inaudible question) t . 

I do not quite understand wliat you mean. And if I do 
understand, there are a number of questions involved in your 
-timplc question, first, I did not try to show the origin of the 
thesis, unless you mean In this way* which substantive neces® 
sities led Nietzsche to eternal return, given his premises 
but that, I think, is a necessary question® • « « 

Surely, it is not sufficient because the question arises* gran¬ 
ted that — starting from the will to power there i 3 no choice 
but to teach eternal return, this first is the premise though 
and assuming for a moment this fundamental premise is the con® 
fusion sensible? I would like to make only one remark on this 
points and that is very gratifying to people like me. In 
Zaratbastra, Nietzsche is . This fact 

of enigmatic vision of eternal return and its moral meanings. 

But later on, and partly even at the same time, he found it 
necessary to go either to Paris or Vienna to stuefy physics 
in order to get some proof of the doctrine of eternal return. 




°f course >deplored by those who radicalize Nietzsche^ 
criticism of reason but which, I think, can only be understood 

^ OPP 03 ^ point of view. But I think in your 
question there was some other element. 


"Well, I asked how could he rest with the doctrine and 
you sort of pointed out t’nat he couldfc°t but even if 
could prove that, say, the Will to power is the 
fund^ienual phenomenon, it would still be a necessity 
an native and would not be dependent upon Nietzsche4 
will, or Zarathustra 9 s 0 H 

, Ye ?» now,^it»s true — that is exactly the smbiruitv of 

££ ie **££££ 

"" XJ ^^- °y eternal return turns out to be will 

Tr -v,j_ .. . • ’i'hat is wiiat you mean. In other 

lJ0 " ns ? ted "itt* mother question which I oon- 
h f K M .f* f 1 ? 3 * controdio ‘io» between 
vJ+S^S! 6 rutupiaa » llis historical conscience, his concern 
g 1 «“ doctrirje <* «» will to poueTSJch 

frith It? f f on thc one hand, and the eternal return 

IhS tran f* hist °rical meaning, on the other hand. 

Ah^ I am not so sure is tun ~ I mean the IJietzschean fon,iu« 
latacsn may be contradictory at some pointj that I do not know 
tiling **«*»a^ important, but I S5 « 

ciSlv Uiat 1:ian » individually or so- 

of^S*f ***** ! >hinIcs r<5Uat ^hirik in terns 
if man n „ Privately, on twelve hundred levels 

and in a way, society still figures that perha.ua 

fUtSc^or^Sfr^^wT SOnC people who «*«*» even, of the 
ture of mankind, lhat means a certain condition. Then it 

possible to look at mere indiSS . . S orn 
This seens^to^^f because of the highest inter-connections. 
iSf 9 ‘wf + to JQe v t0 Perfectly compatible with admitting 
tiiat no future, however perfect - no future of hujoan soSetv 
nouever perfect, will last forever, Just as in ou^^n to 

^thS^^in 0 ?” 8 t0 die * ^ therefor * tliis quStoon 
if there will be an end of ary poftcfc society whicT 

let U3 assume it is of beauty 

Jfl "‘ST* eV * n that aoci0 ty will perish. And then the <£e a ~ 

Se c °5 pare » th^ '^e whole process beginning before 

.he hegimaing of man and ending after the disappearance of 
^f aa# ts this a singular, unique process, as it is 
acceding to the Biblical doctrine on very good ground, art 
according to the modern secularized consciousness, on no good 

ST?’ ♦ ’aJ?* 7 3is p}%» 30 u^PPorted heritage from the Bibli- 
cal t* aditdoej, and Nietzsche his rejection of the Bib- 

tradition, seriously, h® said, must we not question. 



the dogmatic assumption of the uniqueness of the process of 
human civilization? Arsd that, of course, does not necessar® 
ily rac^ an eternal return of every human , but i» it 

not ranch more rational that the infinity of such costly pro® 
cesses® * , « 

(Inaudible question}* (Answer off®microphone) 0 

(Inapdiole question)* 

Is it not on the most common level a way out of despair 
to become rigorous, impudent. • . .now wliy should this not 
be possible on the most comprehensive level if man becomes 
disappointed of the true self, the possibility of truth, 
that he should — that lie belongs to the possibility. 
Nietzsche discusses that partly in the speech on tiie moun¬ 
tainside, first part, whore lie -® wliere the young man speaks 
the poem and the will is in danger of becoming Jusfe trivial, 
uninteresting. That is possible. In a way he is superior 
... .That is, all his nine men in tiieir thought are — 
individually, they are sa^ehow aware of the crisis of modem 
life, but not sufficiently aware. 

(inaudible question). 

Yes. Nietzsche simply rejected this altogether, from 
tiie very beginning. ... (Remainder unclear). 

(Inaudible question). 

(Inaudible answer). 

(Remainder of tape not clear enough for satisfactory 
transcribing). 



